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SUMMARY 
Vaish’s (2008) study found that the interactional patterns in the Singapore 
classroom is highly monologic. This, she argues, is largely rooted in 
behavioural expectations within an Asian culture, where deference to seniority 
is expected. In the classroom therefore, students avoid challenging the teacher, 
resulting in a monologic transfer of information from teacher to students. This 
thesis challenges the notion that monologism in the classroom is a reflection 
of culturally situated beliefs through an interactional analysis of two General 
Paper classrooms. It discusses how monologism resembles a deliberate and 
functional pedagogical strategy employed by the teacher in order to achieve 
two broad professional expectations - preparing the students for their 
examinations, as well as being time-efficient. This reflects upon the political 
economy of the Singapore classroom, as teachers are seemingly circumscribed 
to favour the monologic interaction in reaction to the socio-economic realities 
of the society (the exams and its reflection on the performance of the teacher).  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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION  !
Vaish's (2008) study on the pattern of interaction in Singapore classrooms 
finds that largely, lessons are teacher-fronted and monologic. Put simply, there 
is a predominance of a unidirectional transfer of knowledge from the teacher 
to the student, without much room for the negotiation of meaning in class. The 
pervasiveness of such patterns of interaction is intriguing because the 
monologic classroom - both as a product and a process - stands in conflict 
with the teaching and examination syllabus, as well as the goals outlined 
during teacher training. In addition, there is a growing body of research that 
describes as crucial the role of a dialogic classroom environment in cultivating 
critical thinking (Dekker, Elshout-Mohr and Wood, 2004; Paul, 1992; 
Renshaw, 2004; Wells, 2000). 
While Vaish's research centres around primary and secondary school English 
Language lessons, my dialogue with a focus group of General Paper (English 
Language subject equivalent for the Junior College  ) tutors interestingly finds 1
that even at the pre-tertiary level, classroom interaction can be described as 
largely monologic. This is despite the fact that in the A-Level examinations, 
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   While the subject “English Language and Linguistics” is also offered in Junior Colleges (since 1
2009), the General Paper subject, in its teaching content, syllabus aims and the examination 
structure, appears to be the sister subject to English Language taught in secondary schools.
the General Paper test contains two components (an argumentative essay in 
Paper 1 and the Application Question in Paper 2) in which students would 
have to apply argumentative and interpretative skills characteristically found 
and naturally developed in dialogic discourse. 
The fact that dialogic interaction in the classroom is eschewed in the Junior 
College classroom despite it being congruent with the goals of teacher 
training, prescribed by the teaching and examination syllabus, as well as 
recommended by various scholars such as Wells (2007) suggests that there is a 
strong motivating factor for teachers in adopting more monologic patterns of 
interaction in the classroom. In Vaish's paper, she proposes that the persistence 
of the monologic interaction can be ascribed to cultural values that influence 
the relationship between the teacher and her students. For example, it is 
considered disrespectful for students to question their teacher (p. 367), and 
that students are also "socialised in a transmissionist model of receiving 
knowledge from teachers" (p. 375) akin to Freire's (1970) banking model of 
education. 
The argument that culture is the basis for the durability of pedagogy is 
certainly not without merit (see Alexander, 2000). Yet, we must also consider 
that the ostensibly disrespectful act of questioning the teacher resembles a face 
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threatening act that can be mitigated via various strategies as described by 
Brown and Levinson (1987), and that disagreements (and generally appearing 
to resist the transfer of knowledge from teacher to student) can in fact be 
solidarity building (Shiffrin, 1984). Thus, there is reason to believe that 
culture, insofar as the values that govern or restrict interaction between 
interactants of different social standings, does not provide a complete 
explanation for the persistence of monologic interaction patterns in the 
classroom. 
The backwash effect (Prodromou, 1995), which refers to the effect of 
examinations on teaching methods, provides a useful clue towards discovering 
the motivations behind the apparent overwhelming preference for the 
monologic interaction. In his paper, Prodromou explains how the teachers' 
preoccupation with ensuring their students manage to fare well in their 
examinations result in the reproduction of test conditions in the classroom. 
One such characteristic of testing, the question and answer sequence (together 
with an eventual appraisal when the answers are marked), arguably translates 
to initiation-response-evaluation/feedback exchanges in the classroom - a 
distinct feature of the monologic classroom.  
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Beyond the backwash effect, teachers in Junior Colleges have also noted 
difficulty in implementing a dialogic discourse in class due to various practical 
considerations (“Jane", personal communication). The teachers argue that 
class discussions of a dialogic nature may be time consuming should students 
extend the topic of discussion beyond the scope of the lesson, leading to the 
risk of failing to fully cover the syllabus as intended in the lesson plan. The 
fact that the dialogic classroom involves the teacher relinquishing significant 
authority in the form of knowledge in the classroom is also highlighted to be 
problematic for the teachers, as this is believed to lead to a loss of control over 
the students, in turn leading to poor discipline and cooperation on the part of 
the students.  
It begins to emerge that on the part of the teachers, the pressures of meeting 
various expectations impact their preference for interaction patterns to be 
adopted in the classroom. Taken together with the backwash effect, the 
teachers' considerations are not random. Rather, their considerations appear to 
reflect the broad areas which reflect upon the teacher’s professional 
competence. Put another way, it appears that the adoption of monologic 
patterns (in preference over a more dialogic pattern) of interaction is 
motivated by a desire to achieve various performance or professional goals 
most expediently.  
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It has to be noted that this research does not aim to directly comment on the 
formal assessment methods undergone by educators in Singapore. Here, 
teachers are assessed annually through a comprehensive framework called the 
Enhanced Performance Management System (EPMS). This competency-based 
framework defines the skills and behaviour expected of a teacher in the arena 
of her work, and serves to provide clear guidelines for personal improvement 
and professional development (in the form of promotion or pay incentives). As 
part of the EPMS, the Work Review Form realises the teachers' performance 
expectations within a matrix of discursive descriptors, part of which are 
generic and consistent for all teachers, while a section is dedicated for specific 
goal-setting tailored to individual teachers. While these conditions may 
feasibly create the burden of expectation that may then contribute to influence 
a teacher’s adopted pedagogy as well as choice of interactional patterns, Liew 
(2012) in his study of the performative nature of the EPMS and Work Review 
process noted the tendency for creative and “fictional” reports of an education 
officer’s work. This means that there remains less pressure on a teacher to 
tailor her   actions in class to meet the demands stated in the EPMS and Work 2
Review Form, since these may be performatively satisfied ex post facto. 
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   In this paper, for consistency and to remove ambiguity, feminine pronouns are used when 2
referring to teachers in general, while the masculine pronouns are used when referring to 
students in general. This applies unless it is in reference to specific participants with known 
genders.
This study then centres around the informal or implicit performance goals and 
expectations of a teacher. Through an analysis of the interaction in two Junior 
College General Paper classes, we look at evidence which suggests that 
classroom monologism may have been deliberately established as a means of 
realising those expectations most efficiently. Specifically, we explore two 
broad areas in which the monologic interaction was preferred for expedience’s 
sake. Firstly, we analyse if the monologic classroom provides an efficient 
means for examination preparation. Next, we investigate the notion that 
adopting monologic patterns of interaction enables better interactional control 
that leads to a more effective way of conducting the lesson. It is important to 
stress at this early juncture that this thesis does not serve as a fault-finding 
mission for the failure of dialogism in the classroom. Instead, this research 
aims to rationalise the teachers’ pedagogical choices, especially with regard to 
the professional expectations and requirements associated with the conduct of 
their lessons. 
The suggestion that factors external to the classroom (the professional 
expectations and assessment of teachers) can result in a teacher acting (in 
rejecting the adoption of the dialogic method) in a way that - on its own - can 
be seen as detrimental to the learning process is by no means new. Its 
approach and line of inquiry draws inspiration from the field of political 
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economy. Yet its application in the field of classroom discourse is novel, and 
has the potential to investigate and establish a concrete link between 
apparently unrelated areas of classroom discourse and education policy 
(teacher assessment) - a relationship that can prove to be crucial in expanding 
our understanding of the dynamics of talk in the classroom. 
!
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW !
The monologic and dialogic classroom 
Before any further discussion on the monologic or dialogic interactions of the 
classroom can take place, it is useful to first obtain a deeper understanding of 
what the terms “monologic” or “dialogic” entail. It is important to emphasise 
at this early juncture that the terms monologic and dialogic do not refer simply 
to the process of talk between interlocutors. For instance, a conversation 
between two or more people in the classroom does not necessarily constitute a 
dialogic interaction, even if it is commonly understood as a dialogue. Instead, 
dialogue, as Bakhtin (1986) contends, occurs when a speaker “does not expect 
passive understanding… (but) rather he expects response, agreement, 
sympathy, objection, execution, and so forth” (1986, p. 69). Put another way, 
meaning is malleable in a dialogic exchange whereas a monologue treats 
meaning as established and fixed.  
By the same token, Lotman (1988) discusses the dichotomy between 
monologic and dialogic interactions in terms of the functioning of the 
speaker’s utterances or texts. For him, a dialogic text functions as a “thinking 
device” (1988, p. 37) which encourages critique, elaboration or refinement of 
its meaning through the responses of the other interlocutors. Conversely, a 
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monologic text is a transmissionary device and serves to provide “a common 
memory for the group” (p. 35), ensuring meaning is enduring and stable. Thus 
we can establish that the notion of monologism and dialogism then centres not 
around the physical circumstances of talk between interactants, but instead 
around the treatment of meaning in the process of that interaction. 
Applying the concepts of monologic and dialogic talk to the field of classroom 
discourse, we can perhaps argue that whether the pattern of interaction 
observed in the classroom is more monologic or dialogic centres around where 
the authority for meaning resides. Congruent with the Bakhtinian school of 
thought, a monologic classroom would see the authority for meaning in the 
classroom reside with the teacher. Not unlike the banking model of education 
described by Freire (1970), the teacher of the monologic classroom thus 
“owns” the knowledge in the class, with the students tasked to attempt to 
approximate this knowledge. Consequently in the monologic classroom, there 
occurs an objectification of knowledge and meaning in the class. As Freire 
describes it, the students resemble receptacles to be filled with knowledge by 
the teachers.  
This prescriptivism is also associated with the objectification of meaning in 
the classroom that consequently results in the treatment of students' texts as 
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products. This means that teachers are inclined to provide a comment in 
appraising the work of the students, with an emphasis placed on correctness 
realised through evaluative words such as "correct", "poor" or "weak". This 
process is commonly referred to as feedback (Lillis, 2003), and contrasts with 
the process of talkback, in which teachers treat the students' texts as a process, 
with meaning and text seen as incomplete. In talkback, the text is open and its 
meaning is meant to be negotiated and engaged with. 
The features of the monologic classroom are typically manifested in the 
Initiation-Response-Feedback or Evaluation (IRF or IRE) exchange sequence 
during classroom dialogues. In such exchanges, the teacher initiates a 
sequence by commonly posing a question to the students, who in turn provide 
a response which is then evaluated and assessed by the teacher. The teacher 
then repeats the process by beginning with another initiation move. This IRE 
sequence resembles a significant mechanism through which teachers assert 
their control and authority in the classroom. For instance, consider the fact that 
the questioning is almost exclusively carried out by the teacher. Not only do 
the questioning moves performed by the teacher interactionally obliges the 
students to complete the adjacency pair with an answer, the demand for 
information carried out by the teacher do not resemble genuine requests for 
new information. Instead, they are largely checks of understanding which 
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allow the teacher to assess the level of comprehension or understanding of the 
students. Consequently, upon receiving a response from the students, the 
teacher commonly appraises the input of the student, deeming it correct or 
incorrect before offering coaching to the student where the teacher deems 
necessary. It is evident from such interactions that knowledge in the classroom 
belongs or originates from the teacher, and that it is the onus of the students to 
acquire and approximate this knowledge, a process which the teacher 
facilitates (through her lectures) as well as appraises (in her evaluation 
moves). Arguably then, the presence of the IRE/F exchange sequence can be 
taken as a strong index of a monologic classroom. 
Conversely, meaning is negotiated dynamically and co-produced between the 
teachers and students in the dialogic classroom. As teachers and students 
(especially) are encouraged to create new meanings from the existing body of 
knowledge available to them, the focus on correctness in the classroom 
diminishes in favour of the creation of newer understandings and the process 
of critical enquiry. Here, texts and meaning are not seen as products, but 
enablers in the generation of new ideas. In practical terms, this means that in 
the dialogic classroom, there would be an emphasis on critical responses 
towards knowledge presented in class, as opposed to looking out for the 
correctness of a response in an itemised manner. Interactionally, this means 
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that not only are the students are encouraged to present, elaborate upon and 
substantiate their views in class, they are also invited and allowed to question 
and synthesise the ideas discussed rather than passively engage in rote 
learning. In contrast to the IRE patterns of interaction of the monologic 
classroom, the dialogic classroom sees both the teachers and students partake 
in asking questions in a genuine attempt at building upon a growing body of 
knowledge, with the unidirectional transfer of information from teacher to 
student conspicuously absent. 
Scholars such as Lotman (1988) and Tomasello (1999) argue the value of both 
the monologic and dialogic mode of discourse in social life. According to 
Lotman, the growth and function of a society is equally dependent on the 
preservation of tradition as well as the support for the creative process, and 
therefore the bodies of cultural knowledge ought to be engaged with in both a 
monologic and dialogic manner. Tomasello similarly stresses on the virtue of 
both the monologic and dialogic engagement in the process of cultural 
evolution. For him, the monologue and dialogue dovetail to provide “a ratchet 
to prevent slippage backward… so that the newly invented artefact or practice 
preserves its new and improved form… until further modification or 
improvement comes along” (p. 5).   
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In the context of the classroom, Wells (1998, 2007) argues similarly that a 
balance between dialogic and monologic instruction is necessary. Accepting 
Tomasello’s “ratchet effect” theory, he argues that the monologic direct 
instruction is often the most effective method of transferring the knowledge 
and skills of previous generations to the students in the present era (Wells, 
1998). However, he emphasises the inadequacy of the monologic instruction 
as the sole method of teaching in the classroom. For Wells, the dialogic 
inquiry allows for clarifying dialogue that is integral in establishing a level of 
intersubjectivity between the teacher and student. In addition, Wells stresses 
the importance of the dialogue in accommodating alternative perspectives that 
serve as an impetus for further exploration of a topic at hand. In the longer 
term, this critical approach towards existing norms and knowledge allows it to 
be enhanced, establishing a “progressive discourse” and the creation of “new 
understanding” that is superior (Bereiter, 1994). 
Yet, studies (Galton et al., 1990; Lemke, 1990; Tharp and Gallimore, 1988; 
Wells, 2007; Vaish, 2008) increasingly find that the method of instruction in 
the classroom remains overwhelmingly monologic. Wells (1999) cautions that 
while the monologic method resembles an effective model for the 
transmission of knowledge, it retains a strong tendency to cultivate risk-averse 
and conformist identities amongst the successful, while developing self-
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doubting or rebellious identities in those who are not. Moreover, the 
transmissionary pattern of instruction fails to prepare learners with the skills 
necessary to engage the complexities of modern social life, hindering their 
ability to “participate fully and democratically as informed, critical and 
responsible members of the many overlapping communities and interest 
groups that constitute contemporary society” (p. 7). The result is an education 
system that can “hardly be defended as either just to individuals or even 
effective in enriching and transforming society” (p. 7). 
Dialogism in the General Paper syllabus 
Having discussed the merits of having dialogic interaction in the classroom, it 
is unsurprising that the General Paper (GP) examination syllabus (formally 
Syllabus 8807) aims to provide for dialogism in the classroom. The stated 
aims of the syllabus contains references to the intersubjective and critical 
synthesis of knowledge and meaning (Singapore Examinations and 
Assessments Board, 2014) that is characteristic of dialogic instruction. For 
example, some of the goals of the GP syllabus include ensuring candidates 
“appreciate the interrelationship of ideas across disciplines… apply critical 
thinking and creative thinking skills… (and develop the skills of) evaluation of 
arguments and opinions” (p. 1). The focus on critical analysis and 
argumentation is further stressed upon under the assessment objective and 
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skills of the syllabus. When assessed, students are expected to display the 
ability to “analyse and evaluate issues across disciplines… express 
understanding as well as critical and creative thinking… (and) formulate 
cogent arguments” (p. 1). 
The method of assessment in turn explicitly allows and requires students to 
display these skills. In the first of two papers, a topical essay component is 
designed to “allow candidates the opportunity to express an informed, critical, 
creative and relevant response” (p. 3). The second paper comprises a 
comprehension task, which comprises a range of questions that requires the 
students to “demonstrate their ability to comprehend, explain, infer, evaluate 
and summarise” (p. 3). In addition, the second paper also contains an 
“Application Question” which requires students to “synthesise information 
and respond to concepts or ideas conveyed… based on their understanding and 
interpretation of the texts as a whole” (p. 3). 
It follows that the General Paper teaching syllabus (Ministry of Education, 
2013) - which provides teachers guiding principles for instruction in the GP 
subject - also contains several explicit directives that encourage the 
establishment of a dialogic interaction in the classroom. According to the 
syllabus, GP teachers are expected to create a learning environment where 
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“students exercise mutual respect in considering and objectively evaluating 
competing voices and views” that can allow them to “participate actively and 
form opinions based on reasoned evaluation, and respond to issues with 
maturity” (p. 3). Furthermore, teachers are expected to make use of “engaging 
pedagogies” in order to increase “student participation, collaboration and 
independent thinking” (p. 3). With regard to the specific marking schemes for 
the respective assessment components, there exists further evidence of the 
emphasis on a dialogic classroom and the intellectual skills that are associated 
with its practice. In the first paper (topical essay) where students are assessed 
separately on the content of their essay as well as their linguistic ability, 
students are only allowed a maximum of 60% of the maximum mark under the 
former should they fail to display any evaluative skills in their essay. In the 
second paper, to achieve greater than 70% of the maximum score on the 
Application Question, students are required to produce a “very convincing 
evaluation by making judgements and decisions and by developing arguments 
to logical conclusions” (p. 12). It is evident then that the General Paper 
syllabus, both in its teaching principles as well as assessment criteria - places 
significant emphasis on establishing a dialogic mode of interaction in the 
classroom, to the extent that students who are unable to showcase the 
intellectual rigour cultivated through the process of a dialogic inquiry appear 
to be disadvantaged in the GP assessment. 
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It is in the light of this focus on dialogism evident in the GP syllabus, together 
with the growing array of literature on the benefits of establishing dialogic 
interactions in classrooms (on top of the monologic exchanges already 
common to most classrooms), that makes the potential lack of dialogism in the 
General Paper classroom a greatly intriguing issue. To be sure, Vaish’s (2008) 
essay on the overwhelming monologic nature of classrooms in Singapore 
focusses on the primary and secondary levels of education, instead of the 
tertiary level of education where the GP subject is being taught. Despite this, 
an initial focus group comprising a number of General Paper tutors indicate 
that Vaish’s findings need not be to the exclusion of classrooms at the Junior 
College level, commonly citing the apparent indoctrination of students in the 
monologic mode of exchange since early adolescence as a significant 
stumbling block in establishing a more dialogic classroom. It is important then 
to attempt a greater understanding of the reasons behind the apparent aversion 
towards the dialogic mode in the General Paper classroom, to the extent that 
teachers are willing to go against not only the body of literature extolling the 
merits of the dialogic exchange, but also the General Paper teaching and 
examination syllabus that serves to provide explicit direction and instruction 
to teachers in the conduct of their lessons. 
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Asian culture and the persistent classroom monologism 
In the previous section, we have considered the potential benefits - towards the 
intellectual development of the student as well as his socialisation into an 
increasingly complex and democratic society - of infusing a dialogic mode of 
enquiry in the classroom. In addition, this awareness appears to be reflected in 
the General Paper teaching and examination syllabus as well, with students 
explicitly required as part of the academic requirements of their GP 
examination at the A-level to exhibit the critical and creative thinking 
inculcated in the dialogic classroom. Teachers in turn are expressly instructed 
to create a classroom environment that is conducive to establishing dialogic 
patterns of interaction and learning. Overwhelmingly, though perhaps 
ostensibly (as we will discuss later), there appears to be a great incentive for 
the establishment of a dialogic classroom. Yet, in the case of Vaish’s (2008) 
study of interaction patterns in primary and secondary schools, as well as the 
initial focus group interviews conducted as part of this ongoing study, the 
traditional predominantly monologic method of teaching and learning - or 
rather, schooling - still remains greatly preferred.  
Vaish briefly discusses the effect of the Asian culture as a fundamental reason 
behind the persistence of this traditional monologic pedagogy. She provides 
quotes from former Singapore Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew as well as 
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international schools’ debate organiser Mark Gabriel who both express an 
opinion that the teacher-centric learning practices in the Singapore classroom 
is rooted in a culture of obeying and deferring to figure of authority.  
In local schools, it is more about listening to the teacher, and it is 
considered disrespectful to talk back. 
Mark Gabriel, in Wong and Neo (April 1, 2007), p. 10 
  
It’s a whole basic culture of not questioning your teacher. 
Lee Kuan Yew, in Kramer-Dahl (2005), p. 219 
In addition, Govindasamy (1994) in her study of politeness strategies in 
secondary schools notes that in the Singapore classroom, teachers are 
concerned with defending their public image, while pupils are concerned with 
their own as well as their teachers’. As a result, it is perhaps little wonder why 
teachers do not encourage questioning on the part of the students that may 
undermine their status in class. On the other hand, students, being mindful of 
the teacher's public image, will then understandably be reluctant to subvert 
this hegemony, especially when they risk censure and damage to their image 
as a result 
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These observations appear to be in line with the broader cultural expectations 
described in Lee’s (2011) study of politeness in Singapore. Especially among 
the Chinese community in Singapore, respect for age and seniority is a general 
rule of politeness at home and in the workplace. In social situations, Lee finds 
that Singaporeans are expected to, amongst other things, conduct themselves 
in a manner that will preserve the public image or standing of their elders or 
superiors. As an example, if workers disagree with the views of their 
superiors, they ought to remain silent or express it as indirectly as possible in 
order to preserve the reputation of their superior. As the Teochew saying goes, 
“no kia dio wu hee bo chui” which translates to “children should have ears (to 
listen) but no mouth (to speak)”. 
Transpose this social expectation to a classroom environment, it is 
understandable that students are less likely to question the teacher, and more 
likely to treat the information and knowledge imparted by the teacher as 
“correct”, even if they may silently hold reservations about it. Furthermore, 
even if a dialogic mode of enquiry (in which students are allowed to debate 
and disagree with the teacher as well as each other) is encouraged by the 
teacher, it is plausible that the students’ expectation, desire or attempt to take 
part in dialogic discussions in class conflicts with a culturally bound 
obligation to defer to authority and seniority. Therefore, it is within reason that 
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Vaish, referencing Alexander (2000), argues how the culture of a pedagogy is 
the basis of its durability, and that the modern lessons in classroom pedagogy 
is not easily taken into practice in Singapore classrooms due to an unyielding 
culture in which the participants of the classroom interaction have been 
socialised. 
Nonetheless, though the above provides a useful understanding of the potential 
reasons behind the apparent reluctance of both teachers and students to engage 
in a dialogic interaction in the classroom, the theory of face and politeness 
(Brown and Levinson, 1987) also gives us reason to believe that socio-cultural 
expectations rooted in a deference to seniority and authority cannot resemble 
the singular reason for the persistence of monologic interaction patterns in the 
classroom. While it may be the case that the monologic interaction in the 
Singapore classroom is a result of the students’ reluctance in disagreeing or 
engaging in an argument with their teachers because they threaten the public 
image of others (and themselves), Brown and Levinson's politeness theory 
describes ways in which these face-threatening acts may be mitigated though 
the use of politeness strategies. 
One way in which a speaker can minimise the affront to an individual in a 
conversation is through the use of positive or negative politeness strategies, 
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which seek to redress the respective threat to the addressee’s face. 
Walkinshaw’s (2009) study of disagreements in a class of Japanese learners of 
English show how a range of positive and negative politeness strategies can be 
employed in the classroom. In his study, he reports that the negatively 
affective speech act of disagreement (whether it be with the teacher or with 
other students) is frequently performed indirectly or hedged with (simple and 
complex) politeness strategies so as to reduce its face-threatening nature.  
The use of politeness strategies in an attempt to foster dialogue and discussion 
in class are not exclusive to students. Rees-Miller (2000) observed in her study 
that college professors employ this strategy when disagreeing with students. 
Through the use of various affirmative strategies such as complimenting a 
student for possessing the insight to pose their questions, the professors are 
able to attend to the positive face needs of the students even if they end up 
disagreeing with the student. Moves such as these enable them to keep the 
students - who hold a relatively lower power status in the classroom due to 
their supposed lack of knowledge or expertise, as well as their obligations to 
the professors as leaders of the module - invested in the classroom dialogue. 
Additionally, Brown and Levinson outline how the speaker may also choose to 
express the face threatening utterance implicitly, or “off-record”, in order to 
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minimise its face threatening nature. Both Tan (1992) and Govindasamy 
(1994) provide evidence of local uses of this strategy when carrying out the 
face threatening act of requests in formal settings. The latter, in a study of 
student-teacher interaction in secondary schools, observed that when students 
make a request (be it to be excused from class momentarily or for an 
elaboration of the lesson), they most frequently do so indirectly, on top of 
providing reasons or justifications for their requests. Through the use of the 
various politeness strategies described above, not only is the student able to 
perform the face threatening acts that form part of a dialogic classroom, but 
they also allow the student to interactionally acknowledge the authority of the 
teacher in the classroom, thereby meeting culturally defined expectations of 
behaviour. That students show awareness and access to these politeness 
strategies demonstrate that the socio-cultural factors that are argued to inhibit 
the establishment of the dialogic classroom are not insurmountable. 
Locher (2004) takes this discussion on face-threatening acts in the classroom 
even further, arguing that disagreements and questioning in the classroom 
(even done by the students towards the teacher) may not necessarily be face-
threatening to begin with. According to Locher, several factors decide whether 
certain forms of disagreements constitute an exercise of power (or against 
power). These factors include the level of knowledge or status of the 
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interlocutors. This means that if a student occupies a position of relative 
powerlessness (be it interactionally or socio-culturally), then it can be argued 
that disagreement or questioning does not constitute an face threatening act 
that realistically challenges the teacher's position of authority. To this end, 
Shiffrin's (1984) study on Israeli students even points to the possibility of 
disagreements being solidarity building rather than divisive, because akin to 
mock impoliteness, they serve as an index to the intimacy that exists between 
the interlocutors. 
While we cannot dismiss the possibility that moves essential to the dialogic 
mode of interaction - such as disagreements or requests for information or 
clarification - can be face threatening, the discussion above outlines ways in 
which this threat to the other interlocutors can be effectively mitigated in the 
classroom. Thus, if we accept that there are resources available to students and 
teachers alike to mitigate the affront in their utterances to others, then the 
argument that the Asian culture - insofar as the act of questioning the teacher 
is socially understood to be face threatening - is the predominant prohibiting 
factor in the establishment of a dialogic classroom should be reexamined. 
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The backwash effect 
Stated again, the aim of this thesis is to provide the first steps towards the 
reexamination of the factors that inhibit the growth of dialogic interaction in 
classrooms in Singapore. In that regard, an important lead in that process lies 
in the backwash effect, described by Prodromou (1995) as the “direct or 
indirect effect of examinations on teaching methods” which may be positive or 
negative (Hughes, 1989; Heaton; 1990). According to Prodromou, as the 
market calls for teachers to ensure students obtain good examination results, 
teachers become trapped in a cycle of examination preparation that treats 
“communicative and humanistic methodologies” as “luxuries they (the 
teachers) cannot afford” (p. 14). As a result, the pressure on teachers leads 
them to be unwilling to deviate from pedagogies that have traditionally 
produced (good examination) results. Prodromou therefore argues that it is the 
neglect of this backwash effect and its consequences that is one of the main 
reasons why new methods of teaching fail to take root.  
In his paper, Prodromou describes several ways in which examination 
methods may overtly and covertly influence teaching methods. Overt 
backwash refers to the explicit replication of the examination elements in the 
classroom. For example, teachers often require their students to repeatedly 
practise the exercises and questions that are typically present in the 
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examinations so that they can be adequately prepared to face similar questions 
in the actual tests. More evidence of overt backwash lies in the use of 
inauthentic language, both in the teacher’s questioning and expected answers 
of students. Teachers regularly formulate their questions to students in the 
forms favoured in the examinations in order to allow their students to become 
accustomed to the types of questions that are possible in their tests. Further, as 
examiners award credit for answers that contain various key words, teachers 
often put great focus on the students’ response at the lexical level, even if the 
resulting formulation resembles atypical language use. 
Covert backwash occurs when the textbook becomes the locus of knowledge 
rather than a foundation for its development. As Prodromou describes it, “the 
textbook is the testbook” (p. 15), leading to teachers assessing the students on 
their understanding of the textbook. This also implies the acknowledgement of 
an ideal or correct answer that is stated and often non-negotiable. It is against 
these standards that students are assessed and evaluated. It also involves the 
subtle changes in classroom behaviour that mimics testing conditions. For 
example, rather than being interested in the process through which students 
arrive that their answers, teachers often treat incorrect answers as undesirable, 
with correct ones the only satisfactory response. The question and answer 
sequences may also be covertly influenced by examination conditions. In the 
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IRF sequence favoured by teachers, it is observed that teachers often pose 
questions in their Initiation without any lead in, and perform their Follow-up 
move that serves as an assessment of the student’s Response. This then 
resembles the question and answer sequences seen in examinations, where 
questions are often provided without much context, and students are merely 
assessed in their responses, as opposed to being engaged in further discussion. 
Often too, students in class are expected to provide their responses within a 
short amount of time, replicating the deprivation of thinking time students face 
in examinations. 
It is evident then that the backwash effect has implicit and explicit 
consequences on the nature of classroom interaction. Importantly, it appears 
that the backwash effect can also account for some features of the monologic 
classroom, such as the focus on correctness as well as the authority of teachers 
and textbooks in presiding over knowledge in the classroom.  
The most significant takeaway from Prodromou’s backwash effect, however, 
lies in the broader understanding that the expectations of the teacher (in his 
case, the need for them to ensure students attain good examination results) can 
have a clear and significant impact on the patterns of interaction observed in 
the classroom. Put simply, the pressures faced by teachers with regard to their 
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performance influences the pedagogical (and interactional) methods they 
choose to adopt in class. With this in mind, it is therefore important to analyse 
the nature of classroom interaction and examine evidence that can potentially 
reveal if the expectations of the teacher serves as a contributing factor in the 
inhibition of dialogic interaction patterns in the Singapore classroom.  
While the backwash effect described by Prodromou only considers one aspect 
of teacher performance, this study also bears in mind the expectation of the 
teacher to exhibit competent lesson planning and execution skills in order to 
complete her scheme of work in a timely manner. As mentioned earlier, these 
pressures are not random. Rather, they are broad areas in which teachers are 
assessed as part of their performance evaluation. It is important then that we 
therefore investigate if these pressures on the teacher are at least a contributing 
factor in the unyielding nature of the monologic classroom interaction and 
pedagogy that we are observing in classes today. Through this exploratory 
study, we are able to discern if the persistence of the monologic classroom 
resembles simply a reflection of socio-cultural roles and expectations, or 
rather, is the means and result of the efforts of the teachers as they negotiate 
and realise their professional expectations.  
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Going back to the discussion on Asian culture as the basis for the durability of 
pedagogy presented above, it could be argued that that this emphasis on doing 
well in examinations in Singapore - or the “exam culture” - is nonetheless 
culture. Here, it follows then that it would be inaccurate to contend that the 
teachers’ attention to examinations would be a factor influencing classroom 
pedagogical choices that is separate from from the umbrella of culture that 
Alexander wrote about. While this is an argument of merit, it is important to 
bear in mind that while Alexander’s notion of culture refers to a set of 
collective ideas that inform and shape a society’s view of education, the focus 
of this research is centred around the teacher and her own cognition. Therefore 
while the Singapore society may place an emphasis on performing well in 
examinations - one which teachers are evidently aware of - it is the teacher’s 
personal belief in the merits and effectiveness of monologism to achieve good 
performances in examinations that influences her pedagogical choices in the 
classroom. It is perhaps this that is the root of the persistent pedagogy 
observed in Singapore classrooms. As Borg (2006) argues, it is the teachers’ 
individual beliefs about teaching and learning that influences how teachers 
react to educational change, and can exert a persistent long-term influence on 
the teachers’ instructional practices. 
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The research questions 
The present study aims to examine the evidence that support the claim that 
teachers adopt or resort to predominantly monologic pedagogies because it 
most expediently allows them to attend to the professional expectations and 
requirements they face in their course of employment. At this juncture it is 
important to emphasise that the suggestion that teacher's attention on their 
professional expectations determines her teaching pedagogy does not indict or 
imply the teacher as negligent to the educational welfare and needs of her 
students. On the contrary, as we will explore below, ensuring the success of 
the students resembles one of the primary responsibilities and expectations of 
the teacher. 
In this study, the two broad areas of teacher expectation that potentially 
influences the pattern of interaction in class concern the need for the teacher to 
prepare the students ahead of the examinations as well as the need for the 
teacher to complete going through the syllabus in a timely manner. This is a 
reflection of the responses provided during the initial focus group sessions, in 
which the teachers commonly explain their lack of motivation to implement 
the dialogic classroom as a result of its lack of relevance in examinations and 
the lack of time. Therefore, the study aims to be able to provide a discussion 
on the validity of the following statements: 
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1) Monologic classrooms serve as an effective method for examination 
preparation; and 
2) Monologic classrooms enable the teacher greater control of the classroom, 
allowing her to complete her syllabus most expediently. 
!
   of  31 135
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY !
The backwash effect has demonstrated that the pressures on the teacher (such 
as the need to ensure students obtain good examination results) can directly 
influence the patterns of interaction in the classroom. This research aims to 
adopt this understanding for use as a broad framework for understanding and 
investigating the notion that the weight of expectations on the teacher can 
account for the persistence of the monologic patterns of interaction observed 
in the Singapore classroom.  
With this as the basis for the investigation, a study of the classroom interaction 
in two second-year Junior College General Paper classes taught by two 
teachers (one female and one male, referred to in the following sections by the 
pseudonyms “Maru” and “Rain” respectively) in a school will be conducted in 
order to analyse if the features of the monologic classroom can be shown to 
expediently realise the professional goals of the teacher. Here, a broad 
transcription of the lessons observed will be generated and analysed using 
multiple frameworks including Mehan's (1979) and Sinclair and Coulthard's 
(1975) models for interactional analysis. 
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This variety of approaches is necessary in the analysis of the interaction as the 
different models focus on different aspects of interaction. Although Mehan’s 
work bears some resemblance to the work of Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) 
and Malcolm (1979) in that it applies a generic tripartite Initiation-Response-
Evaluation (IRE) structure to conversational exchanges, Mehan crucially 
incorporates the smaller classroom exchanges hierarchically in a model that 
accounts for the overall structure of the lessons. This model then enables us to 
not only analyse the fragments of interaction in the classroom, but also its role 
in realising the overall organisation of the lesson. In investigating the notion of 
expediency in various elements of monologic interaction, Mehan’s 
hierarchical model of interaction tailored to the classroom is best suited to 
unravelling the pragmatic contribution of individual elements of interaction to 
the overall structure of the lessons. Meanwhile, Sinclair and Coulthard's rank-
scale model enable us to break down individual turns into multiple constituent 
moves and acts, allowing for an analysis of an utterance in minute detail. 
Taken together, they allow for a comprehensive analysis of the text that in turn 
enables thorough examination of the hypothesis stated above. 
The codification of monologic and dialogic exchanges in the data provided 
significant challenges that are not unique to this research. For example, 
Wells’s (2007) work that correlates certain question types (such as known-
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information questions) with monologic or dialogic interaction raises a 
conundrum of linguistic and interactional form versus ideological stance 
(Connor and Michaels, 2007). As Connor and Michaels explain, an interaction 
that is monologic in form may actually have been part of a dialogic discourse. 
To illustrate this point, they provide the example of a didactic lecture, which is 
interactionally monologic, but where students are able to challenge and 
respond to the ideas presented (albeit at a later time), the lecture is 
transformed as part of a dialogic activity. With regard to the challenge with the 
codification of data, they then urge that the “key to understanding the dialogic 
potential of an interaction lies in a close consideration of its structural 
dialogicality at the level of utterances and interactional sequences, viewed 
within the larger context of norms and practices in the classroom” (p. 279). 
To that end, it is difficult to generate a checklist for coding the data in the style 
of Wells, where we can simply match a form with a dialogic/monologic label. 
Instead, here we discuss monologism and dialogism qualitatively in terms of 
“who owns the (process of) meaning (making) in that specific instance in that 
lesson in that classroom” - that is, does the teacher appear to have final 
authority in the discussion. This allows us to appreciate the dialogicity of the 
exchange interactionally, but also socially as well, as suggested by Connor and 
Michaels. The facet of ownership of meaning then relates to the original ideas 
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of Bakhtin - and elaborated upon by scholars such as Lotman, and Tomasello 
(as discussed earlier).  
Instances where the teacher “owns” the knowledge would suggest that the 
interaction is monologic in nature. This is because where the teacher “owns” 
the process and (ostensible  product) of meaning-making, we see that it 
reflects Bakhtin’s notion of meaning being fixed in monologism. When the 
teacher “owns” the knowledge, the students are then obliged to approximate 
this knowledge, transforming the text into a transmission device that Lotman 
(1988) argues is monologic. Additionally, when the teacher serves as an 
authority in the discussion, Tomasello’s (1999) idea of creative invention that 
characterises dialogic text is crucially absent. 
Therefore, here, this research involves an analysis of the class throughout the 
entire period of observation in order to provide a general appreciation of its 
ideological stance . Following that, the specific instances where monologism 
is explicit in interaction within specific lessons are highlighted, and each 
exchange sequence is then evaluated and rationalised linguistically, 
structurally and socially to show that it is the teacher who owns that process of 
meaning making then. Following which, a discussion on the potential reasons 
that motivate such an interaction and pedagogy can take place. 
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On top of the interactional analysis, interviews will be conducted with the 
teachers involved in order to gain greater insight into their interactional 
choices in the classroom. This will allow for the findings obtained from the 
interactional analysis to be corroborated, ensuring that we can gain full 
understanding of the events taking place as well as the motives behind them. 
The interviews are structured in a way that begins with an open-ended 
questioning of the teachers’ pedagogical choices (such as “what goes into your 
considerations in preparing for and conducting lessons?” and “what are the 
reasons behind your preferred pedagogical strategies?”). Only after having 
established the teachers’ pedagogical beliefs would the questions be more 
specific (such as “what motivated your choice of interaction here?” or “why 
did you choose to address the student this way?”). It is only towards the end of 
the interviews, having discussed all the instances of monologic and dialogic 
interactions, that the teachers are asked about the concept of dialogic and 
monologic approaches to learning and its benefits, to ascertain if they are 
explicitly aware of the concepts and its implications of classroom learning. 
At this point, it is useful to acknowledge that some may argue for the merits of 
a quantitative analysis in the form of large-scale cross-sectional statistical 
sampling. This would allow the researcher the ability to canvass the opinion of 
a large number of teachers, thereby potentially deriving a compelling 
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argument supported by the weight of a representative collection of responses. 
Conceivably, a quantitative approach applied here would allow the researcher 
to reliably discover if the phenomenon of teacher expectations influencing the 
teacher’s pedagogical choices in class applies broadly to the larger teacher 
population. Despite this, it is important to recall that this thesis, in seeking to 
evaluate the role of teacher expectations in influencing the nature of 
interaction in class, is concerned not only with the why but also the how with 
regard to variations in classroom interaction. 
Combined with a confluence of factors that serve to provide the best 
conditions for the observation of dialogic interaction in the classroom, 
adopting a small-scale qualitative approach in testing the hypotheses allows us 
to investigate not only why the teacher did what she did, but the manner in 
which these considerations manifest themselves in class. By analysing the 
nature of interaction in class and the considerations of the teachers at various 
points in time during the lesson, we can discover how the pedagogical choices 
and motivations of the teacher is realised in observable and real ways. For 
instance, the interactional analysis approach enables us the opportunity to 
analyse if a teacher’s choice of monologism based on a desire to save time in 
class actually correlates with an instance of economised interaction. With this, 
we are able to establish a concrete link between the instances of monologism 
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observed in class and the considerations of the teacher, allowing a stronger 
case to be made in rationalising the nature of interaction seen in the classroom. 
While there has not been any previous study on the nature of classroom 
interaction at the Junior College level (Vaish’s aforementioned study 
investigates the patterns of interaction at the Primary Five and Secondary 
Three levels), a study of the Junior College classroom is nonetheless most 
useful in testing the hypothesis that teacher pressures are indeed accountable 
for the persistent monologic classroom pedagogy. As discussed in the section 
above (LITERATURE REVIEW), a classroom environment modelled after a 
dialogic mode of interaction is one of the stated goals of the General Paper 
(GP) teaching syllabus. In addition, the GP examination syllabus also requires 
that students exhibit skills and techniques that are central in a dialogic 
classroom in order to perform well in the examinations.  
Furthermore, unlike the physical sciences like Chemistry or Physics, or 
humanities subjects such as History or Geography, the GP syllabus covers a 
myriad of potential topics that range from “historical, social, cultural, 
economic, political and philosophical topics” to “science including its history, 
philosophy, general principles and applications” as well as “topics of local 
interest and global concern”. With the list of potential questions present in the 
   of  38 135
examinations possibly inexhaustible, this should ostensibly reduce the 
feasibility and efficacy of monologic learning methods such as practising 
“model” essays and arguments. With this in mind, the persistence of a 
monologic approach in the GP classroom, such as an emphasis on “model” 
answers for expository or argumentative essays, despite a syllabus that 
overwhelmingly favours the dialogic approach shows that there exist very 
compelling reasons for the teacher to eschew the dialogic method in favour of 
the monologic interaction. 
At the Junior College level, students are also typically at the stage in 
intellectual development where they have been previously regularly exposed 
to interdisciplinary approaches and argumentation. This means that as 
compared to students at the primary or secondary school level, students in 
Junior Colleges should be less resistant to the adoption of dialogic practices. It 
follows then that the Junior College classroom represents an ideal 
environment for interaction and learning to thrive. By analysing where 
monologism persists despite dialogism is greatly expected and beneficial, it 
can allow us to make a strong case for the factors that influence the nature of 
classroom interaction. 
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The two classes of interest are both second-year GP classes helmed by 
experienced teachers. The teachers observed in this study are both seasoned 
professionals who occupy senior positions within the school organisation. This 
means that the teachers should have a better idea of the pedagogical 
approaches within the classroom that works best to fulfil their goals as 
teachers. To this end, we can expect that the teaching approaches and 
strategies employed and observed in the classrooms are purposeful and 
refined, providing us with a good set of data with which to study a teacher’s 
actions and motives in the classroom.  
With the students and teachers acutely aware of the upcoming A-level 
examinations that takes place near the end of the year, it will allow us to 
observe if the pressure on teachers to ensure students perform well in the A-
level examinations potentially shapes the way she conducts her classes. In 
addition, the immediacy of the upcoming examinations allows other factors 
such as completing the syllabus and managing the classroom more urgent and 
significant. With conditions potentially more critical, we are able to better 
observe if these pressures on the teacher ultimately translates to her favouring 
the monologic mode of interaction in order to more expediently achieve her 
goals. Both classes will be recorded for two consecutive weeks, which will 
enable us to observe the teachers as they cover an entire topic (in this case, 
   of  40 135
technology). Following discussions with the teachers involved, it is also 
agreed that this period of study should allow for the full range of pedagogical 
strategies employed by the teacher to be observed and taken into account. 
Certainly, there would be concerns that studying a classroom that has an eye 
on the examinations at the end of the year would mean that there is naturally a 
greater potential for the teachers adopting (monologic) teaching methods 
geared towards examination preparation. However, it is important to 
appreciate that, as mentioned in the previous chapter, the General Paper 
examination syllabus calls for students to demonstrate an ability in dialogic 
engagements. This means that preparing the students for the examinations 
should be done dialogically in order to acquaint the students with the 
requirements of the upcoming test. The absence of this dialogic interaction 
would then mean that the monologic mode of interaction holds great value for 
the teachers in realising their goals. 
In order to record the classroom interaction, a camcorder and a microphone 
will be set up at the back of the class. This will allow not only verbal 
interaction to be captured, but also allow us to account for the multi-modal 
interaction that takes place between teachers and students. The recording 
devices are placed at the back of the class in order to be as unobtrusive as 
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possible, ensuring that the ensuing conversation in the classroom is as 
naturalistic as possible. In addition, this prevents the camera from capturing 
the faces of the students so as to preserve their identities. While the default 
position of the camera is set to capture the entirety of the classroom, the 
teachers have noted that part of their pedagogical methods include personal 
interactions with selected students while the rest of the class are tasked to 
complete their given assignments. In such instances, the camera will be 
focussed on the teacher in order to capture her verbal and visual interactions 
with the student in greater detail.  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CHAPTER 4: MONOLOGIC CLASSES FOR 
EXAMINATION PREPARATION !
National examinations in Singapore resemble high-stakes testing procedures, 
functionally serving as matriculation exercises and entrance tests. Whether it 
be the Primary School Leaving Examination (PSLE), N’ Level, ‘O’ Level or 
‘A’ Level examinations, the students’ performance in the exams serves as a 
passport to a stratified range of schools with varying entrance requirements. 
Taking the ‘A’ Level examinations in this case, the students’ scores serve as a 
means of access to the competitive local universities with a public set 
indicative entry scores. While the entry scores are not definitive, it does 
provide students with a benchmark to work towards in order to maximise their 
chances of entry into the course of their choice. It is this, together with the 
conditions of economic globalisation and transition in society, that Kang 
(2005) attributes to creating a general social consciousness (encompassing 
parents, students as well as the media) that is driven by a competitive focus on 
examination results, outcomes and the consequences for students lives.  
With the social preoccupation with test scores, it becomes inevitable that the 
teacher’s role is defined with respect to these social ideologies. While the 
teachers in this study reject the notion that the role of the teacher is defined 
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exclusively in relation to the student’s examination journey, they nonetheless 
appear to be aware of this academic arms race, and see themselves as enablers 
for the students in a collaborative process. As Maru describes,  
For me, the teaching is about teaching kids how to think, which is 
an important skill for life. 
 But I must admit, I am geared towards the students’ performance 
in the exams. It is central. That is the impetus. That is the 
motivation (for the things we do in class). When the students 
understand that we are working towards the same goal, they are 
more open to working with you. 
Maru 
More explicitly, we see that students’ test scores from conventional 
assessments remain a key indicator of the teacher’s job performance as well as 
the school’s effectiveness (Koh and Luke, 2009). To be clear, the teachers here 
do not believe there is a direct correlation between the students’ results and the 
ability of the teacher. However, while they argue that the relationship between 
the students’ grade and the teacher’s ability is a complex and multi-faceted 
one, they do admit that it is nevertheless intrinsically related. 
I don’t see that there’s a clear correlation. But I also believe in the 
input-output theory. How much you put in also determines the kind 
of grades you get.  
Rain 
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In addition, the use of the test scores as a performance indicator culminates in 
a published list of school rankings where parents and students are able to 
quantitatively contrast the supposed quality of one school with another, 
thereby feeding the obsession with test scores that define the social ideology 
towards education in Singapore. Unsurprisingly, as a result of the above, we 
see that the classroom interaction contains many references to the 
examinations. This suggests that teachers believe that the classroom functions 
as a staging area within which preparations for examinations can be carried 
out.  
With the emphasis on examinations established and the function of the 
classroom and the role of the teacher within defined in relation to it, the 
following section outlines the ways in which the monologic classroom allows 
the teacher to fulfil these expectations. The first considers the usefulness of the 
IRE pattern of interaction commonplace in monologic classrooms in allowing 
for the recreation of examination conditions in the classroom. The second 
examines how monologism can potentially be the most effective way of 
impressing upon and acquainting with students the expectations and structure 
of the genre of discourse seen in the examinations. 
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Elements of examination recreated by monologic interaction 
In this section, we examine how the structure of the IRE is conducive to the 
recreation of examination conditions within the classroom. These demands go 
beyond purely the academic, extending to include the unique social conditions 
(such as the heavily asymmetric relationships of knowledge and power 
between the students and the testers) experienced while students are sitting for 
their examinations. This transfer of examination-related practices from the 
examination hall into the classroom has been covered at length by Prodromou 
(1995) in his discussion of the concept of the backwash effect. According to 
him, teachers who get caught in the cycle of examination preparation, and 
pressured to produce good examination results, can often be found to engage 
in testing activities (as opposed to teaching) as they anxiously endeavour to 
ready their students.  
Echoing Prodromou’s theory, here we consider the argument that this process 
of examination preparation is most expediently achieved through the IRE 
interaction sequence, which allows for the recreation of the examination in the 
classroom. In reproducing these conditions in class, and subjecting them to the 
students routinely, students are able to acquaint themselves to the unique 
social and physical environment that they grapple with as they negotiate their 
examinations, which then complements the academic training and preparation 
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that they undergo in anticipation of their national examinations. Below we 
explore the various facets of the examination conditions that can be replicated 
through a monologic IRE-dominant teaching pedagogy. 
Exclusive interactional roles 
The first and most evident way in which the IRE replicates conditions 
experienced in examinations relates to the interactional roles taken up by the 
teachers and students in interaction. In the monologic classroom, the IRE 
provides for a clear distinction of speaking roles. Within the IRE interaction 
framework, the teacher generally performs the initiation move, in which she 
can choose to carry out an elicitation, directive or an informative act. 
Regardless of the type of initiation carried out by the teacher, it follows that 
the response move will be generally performed by the students. Reciprocally, 
the follow up move is in turn completed by the teacher.  
As a consequence of the teacher dominating the initiation move, it is easy to 
imagine how the teacher can often be the one exclusively asking questions of 
the students in class. In turn, students are forced to provide a response or 
solution to the questions posed. Below we see an example of this exclusivity 
of speaking roles in class. In this excerpt, the class discuss the topic of death 
resulting from a case of drug overdose. We can see that in this exchange, Maru 
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first initiates a elicitation sequence in turn 1 by asking if it is a valid 
conclusion to surmise that celebrities are more likely to succumb to drug 
overdoses compared to the general population. Following a silence of 5 
seconds where no student has self-nominated and responded, the teacher 
restates her question with an added elaboration. In turn 2, we see the student 
respond, to which the teacher attempts another elicitation in turn 3, asking the 
student to elaborate further. Following the student’s response in turn 4, the 
teacher then performs an evaluation of the answer in turn 5, beginning with 
the affirmative “right”. 
!  
Example 1: Exclusive interactional roles. 
We can see that in this typical exchange, the role of the questioner is 
exclusively occupied by the teacher, while the student exclusively provides the 
response. More significantly, the students are compelled to provide a response 
to the initiation moves of the teacher, evidenced by the teacher’s repetition of 
her question in turn 1. The repetition suggests that, notwithstanding the reason 
for the prior silence (be it a lack of hearing or comprehension on the part of 
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the students), the teacher is not satisfied with the lack of a response. In 
addition, the response of the students is then evaluated explicitly by the 
teacher in return. We see this in turn 3, where the teacher assesses the student’s 
response to be insufficient, and invites him to elaborate further. This is also 
seen in turn 5, where the teacher provides a positive evaluation with the 
affirmative “right” as well the repetition of the student’s response as a form of 
agreement. Here, it is evident the teacher has authority over the knowledge 
and meaning being discussed, suggesting that this is an instance of a 
monologic interaction. 
Crucially, this monologic exchange is highly reminiscent of the roles occupied 
by students and teachers (examiners) during the examinations. In the 
examinations, the students are obliged to provide a response to the questions 
encountered in the paper. These questions would have been set by the teachers, 
who then grade and evaluate the students’ responses. Students on the other 
hand are explicitly forbidden from asking questions unless of an 
administrative nature. It appears then that the monologic approach to learning 
in the classroom naturally results in an interaction sequence that recreates the 
roles students occupy in the examination, perhaps conveniently aiding their 
practice and acclimatisation to examination requirements. 
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Response ^ evaluation sequence that prioritises answers 
The monologism manifested in the interaction sequence in which a response 
from the student is typically (and obligatorily) followed by an evaluation by 
the teacher also brings about several implications that contribute to the 
replication of the examination conditions in the classroom. In the process of 
testing the students’ understanding of a topic of discussion in class, we 
observe that the questioning sequences appear to value the answers provided 
over the process of obtaining them. This means that the teacher is largely 
interested in the student’s response, with the reasoning and justification behind 
the response relegated to a status of secondary importance. This has a 
tendency to occur commonly in monologic classrooms as the teachers perform 
product elicitations - questions that elicit a factual response from the students 
(Mehan, 1979) - in order to perform the checks of understanding. Below we 
analyse an extract of conversation that demonstrates this point. 
!  
Example 2: Response ^ evaluation sequence. 
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In this interaction, Rain is in the process of going through the solutions to a 
comprehension exercise recently completed by the students. The question the 
class is discussing here is noteworthy because it is an inference question. This 
means that the answer cannot be found in the text, and instead requires 
students to derive it by reasoning. Therefore, it is conceivable that it is not 
only the solutions to the question that is of interest in the discussion here, but 
also the justification and reasoning undertaken in arriving at the answer.  
In turn 1, we see the teacher performing a product elicitation, asking the 
student about the implications of an artefact now solely existing in 
photographs. In turn 2, we see the student attempt a response. However, the 
student is cut off by the teacher before he is able to complete his response, 
who appraises the student’s answer as incorrect (“…is not the answer”) before 
explaining why he deems it so. Tellingly here, the teacher has interrupted the 
student’s response before he is potentially able to provide justification or 
elaborate on the thought process behind his answer. The teacher also does not 
offer the student a chance to do so after evaluating his answer as incorrect, as 
we see the lack of any metaprocess elicitation - a questioning sequence which 
asks for the rule by which an opinion was derived - at the end of his turn. In 
turns 4-5, we see evidence of the teacher again valuing the result over the 
process. This time, although he positively appraises a response from the 
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student, he similarly elects not to ask the student to elaborate on his thought 
process that enabled him to arrive at his solution, suggesting that obtaining the 
correct answer is a necessary and sufficient condition in the task. The 
preference for the student to approximate the ideal response over a discussion 
of the process in achieving it hints at the monologic nature of the interaction. 
Returning to the subject of the recreation of examination conditions in the 
classroom, we can observe that this emphasis on the content of the response 
over the process is highly reminiscent of the conditions that students face in 
the examinations. This is especially true of the comprehension exercise the 
students face in Paper 2 of the General Paper examination, where students are 
asked a range of questions to which answers can be found in the text. This 
means that students occasionally are not required to justify their solutions, 
although they are required to be accurate in their answers. It is plausible that in 
recreating this extreme emphasis on the accuracy of solutions (to the exclusion 
of the process of obtaining them), the monologic interaction in class provides 
students exposure and practice to this unique requirement that is not 
commonly found in other areas of interaction. 
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Timed responses 
Above, we have discussed how in the monologic IRE-dominant classroom, 
students appear to be compelled and obliged to provide an answer. Beyond 
that, it is useful to note that pauses appearing after an elicitation sequence has 
been initiated are treated as dispreferred in the IRE exchange. As a 
consequence, this means that students attempting to provide a response do so 
against the clock, even if the teacher does not appear to make the constraint of 
time explicitly known. Below we observe an example of this phenomenon, in 
which with respect to time, the students are implicitly and then explicitly 
placed under duress in providing a response. The interaction sequence below 
takes place during a class discussion on an essay question on the true merit of 
technology in solving mankind’s problems. 
!  
Example 3: Timed responses. 
We see that in the first turn, Rain elicits a response from the class regarding 
the complications that arise from the use of technology. However, his 
elicitation is met with silence for about 4 seconds. We see that the teacher 
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treats this silence as dispreferred, offering a restatement of his prior question. 
The fact that the teacher repeats his question verbatim the second time, 
together with a nomination act (pointing at the student) suggests that he 
possibly treats the prior silence as a result of the students negotiating the 
process of self-nomination. By clearly nominating a student to provide a 
response, perhaps here the teacher is attempting to eliminate the chances of 
another extended silence meeting his elicitation. Implicitly, the teacher has 
indicated that pauses or silences are interactionally dispreferred, which would 
then place the onus on the students to provide a response in a timely manner.  
We see a more explicit example of the teacher’s intolerance of delayed 
responses shortly after in the interaction. In turn 3, after the teacher’s 
nominated student fails to provide a satisfactory response, we see him again 
begin to restate the question, although this time he has prefixed his (attempted) 
elicitation with a prompt ("quick quick") that encourages the students to 
hasten their attempts at answering his question. If it had not been clear before, 
the teacher’s prompt here explicitly communicates to the students the fact that 
they are to provide a response within a limited time window.  
This issue of pressing time is not only conveyed by the teacher, but appears to 
be understood by the students as well. In turn 4, we see that the student 
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interrupts the teacher to offer a response, cutting off the teacher before he has 
reached a conventional Transition Relevance Place (TRP) - points of prosodic, 
pragmatic or grammatical completion. Despite this, we see no evidence of the 
teacher contesting the interruption. Instead, the teacher allows the student to 
proceed with his response in turn 4. The fact that the student is willing to 
interrupt teacher, and that the teacher appears to allow for it, suggests that the 
product of this interruption - the provision of a response by the students - is of 
greater significance than the act of interrupting the teacher. This then 
demonstrates that in typical IRE sequences like the above, students are obliged 
to provide a response without delay. 
Once again, we can draw parallels between the interactional conditions 
engendered in class as a result of the IRE and the examination conditions 
students encounter. The need to complete the test within a finite amount of 
time is a distinct feature of examinations. The constraint of time is so pressing 
for the students that they often speak of not having adequate time to attempt 
all the questions. In fact, it is seen as an anomaly if students find themselves 
completing the test with ample time to spare - the implication here being that 
the student has overlooked something or simply has “too little” content to 
write and thus knowledge to demonstrate. Thinking time for the students in the 
examinations is at a premium, and students are often required to answer the 
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questions as expeditiously as possible. Thus, we can see that the monologic 
approach in class, in both implicitly and explicitly placing onus on the 
students to provide a timely response, is able to recreate and adapt students to 
the unique requirements of undergoing an examination. 
Power relations in examinations 
As a result of the conventionalised interactional roles, together with the 
obligation on the part of the students to not only provide a response on 
demand, but to do so in a timely manner, we can see that the monologic 
classroom as a whole recreates the unequal power relations that students 
encounter in the examinations. In addition to this, the unequal power relations 
are perhaps best observed through the teacher's explicit judgement of a 
student's work and her unilateral transfer of knowledge (in the form of an 
answer key) to the students that occasionally follows an evaluation of the 
student's work. These processes are reinforced by the belief in the existence of 
an ideal answer in which only the teacher has access to, and which students 
are assessed against. 
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!  
Example 4: Teacher judgement. 
In this excerpt, Rain is briefing the class about the annotation system he uses 
while marking their essays. In earlier examples we have seen the teacher 
evaluating the students' input in discussions, thereby enacting power over the 
students through his ability and right to pass judgement. In this instance, we 
observe a more explicit manifestation and expression of this relationship. 
While explaining his use of the question mark, it is interesting that although 
his initial explanation of the question mark contains no active agent in "the 
meaning of your word is unclear", his subsequent one emphasises the teacher's 
role in judging the worthiness of the student's work ("I don't understand what 
you are saying”). His repetition of "I don't understand" then further magnifies 
the fact that the merit of the students' work is largely at the discretion of the 
teacher. With the students' performance lying at the mercy of the teacher, this 
means that the students occupy an inferior position in the class relative to the 
teacher. 
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!  
Example 5: Prescription of “ideal” answers. 
This social inferiority of the students in the classroom is also engendered 
through establishing the belief that there exists "ideal" answers to discussions 
in class, and "model" answers to assignments provided in class. Earlier, we 
have considered how the teacher's evaluation of the students' responses as 
correct or otherwise suggests that there exists only a limited set of acceptable 
answers to the question. In the excerpt here, we see a more explicit 
establishment of this belief, this time in relation to an essay question that the 
class were discussing prior. We see that Maru begins by asking the students to 
jot down what she is about to describe. She then begins to describe the 
prescribed move structure to the essay. Beyond that, we also see that this 
"model" answer is treated as the gold standard to which the students are 
judged against, evidenced by the teacher's question (again rhetorically, in 
reference to the responses that the students have written on the board) and then 
evaluation that the students' "move three is very weak".  
The teacher's transfer of this "model" answer to the students without any 
resistance suggests then that the teacher occupies a superior position in class 
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afforded to her by the resource (in this case, knowledge) that she possesses 
and that the students seek to obtain and approximate. This superiority is also 
reinforced by her ability to gain the consent of the class. Conversely, students 
are not only in a position of inferiority due to their apparent relative lack of 
knowledge, but also as a result of their subjugation to the teacher in having to 
consent and agree to the teacher's provision of answers. This power disparity 
echoes the social conditions students face in the examination, where they are 
at the absolute mercy of the examiners and their assessment, owing to the 
anonymity of the marking process and the lack of feedback channels that 
prevent students from challenging the status quo. 
Repeated exam questions 
The monologic classroom also allows the teacher the opportunity to provide 
specific coaching for the students in answering selected essay questions. This 
is in the light of the fact that not only do the exam questions tend to follow a 
predictable pattern, but that they tend to broadly repeat themselves over the 
years - observable through a cursory glance at publications containing a 
compilation of papers from previous years as well as an appreciation of their 
popularity. Here, it is worth bearing in mind that a monologic interaction not 
only consists of the teacher's monopoly over the role of questioner in class. 
Monologism in the classroom also extends to the unidirectional transfer of 
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information from the teacher to the student. In other words, the teacher 
provides the students information that is expected to be digested by the 
students without resistance. While we have discussed earlier how such 
practices are contradictory to the aims of the General Paper exam and teaching 
syllabus, below we explore evidence that this monologism can nonetheless be 
of great benefit for the students in preparing for their examinations - especially 
with selected essay questions that appear iteratively across multiple editions of 
the test. 
!  
Example 6: Reference to past questions. 
This interaction takes place following a discussion on an essay question the 
students encountered in a prior assignment. In the first turn, we see Maru 
referencing the fact that the essay question was sourced from an ‘A’ level GP 
paper from fourteen years ago. We then see the first instance of monologism in 
the teacher’s assertion that the essay topic “is still relevant”. While the teacher 
next performs an elicitation move to encourage the students to think about the 
differences between the approaches to the same question fourteen years apart, 
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her evaluation of the student’s response as correct (“ya”), followed by her 
affirmation that “the arguments will probably remain, but the examples will 
have to be updated” suggests that this exchange is highly monologic. Not only 
does the teacher occupy a position of authority in judging if the student’s 
response is correct, the teacher then asserts as fact that the approach to the 
question will remain largely unchanged, with only the examples needing an 
update. 
!  
Example 7: Reference to past questions (2). 
Even when the questions are not lifted verbatim from prior editions of the GP 
paper, we can nonetheless observe this reference to the repetitive nature of 
exam questions. In the above excerpt, we see in turn 3 that Rain makes 
reference to a similar question that the class has discussed together. What is 
consistent in the two examples provided in this section is that there appears to 
be a monologic prescription of approaches in answering an argumentative 
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essay on the part of the teacher. In both cases, we observe the teachers 
speaking of arguments that can be transposed across questions, especially 
when the questions themselves show a tendency of largely repeating 
themselves over the years. In essence then, in aiding students in recognising 
patterns across different texts, the teacher assures the students that these 
questions have been done before, and that there are bound to be standard 
approaches that they can reuse. 
The relevance of this notion of stock arguments in relation to teachers helping 
the students prepare for their examination becomes clear when we consider the 
discussion in the previous section concerning the students being deprived of 
thinking time when taking their tests. With this in mind, it becomes plausible 
that the knowledge that questions repeat means that students can enter the 
examination hall somewhat prepared for potential questions that can (broadly) 
recur. While the teacher here mentions that the main aim of discussions such 
as the above is to allow students to draw patterns across related arguments, the 
teacher does note that as students acquire the ability to reflexively engage with 
the broadly familiar questions, they are able to tackle them more efficiently 
under examination conditions. 
In these types of questions, this is what you should do. (For 
example) in a vocabulary type questions (for two marks) what 
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should you do? “Oh do the literal meaning and do the contextual 
meaning.” So immediately they don’t have think to about “what 
am I supposed to be doing.” 
Maru 
In addition, the General Paper examination syllabus only specifies broadly the 
potential topics of the essay questions, including “topics of local interest and 
global concern”. This in turn presents students with an apparently infinite set 
of potential questions facing them in the test. With this in mind, the pattern 
seeking practices in the classroom then can be seen to reduce these to a limited 
set of possibilities, reframing the requirements of the examination as a more 
manageable task at hand and thus reducing the stress experienced by the 
students. 
I do believe that (it reduces the anxiety of the students). (The 
topics) feel more finite and they feel that they have better control 
over the material. 
Maru 
The recreation of examination conditions taken together 
It is crucial to bear in mind that the recreation of examination conditions do 
not bear great significance when considered individually. For instance, it is 
hard to argue that the teachers opt for a monologic mode of interaction in 
order to create in isolation an unequal balance of power between themselves 
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and the students. Instead, the merit of the monologic approach is more evident 
when we  examine its ability to holistically recreate the distinctive 
circumstances that accompany the examinations.  
Taken together, we can appreciate that the monologic classroom contains 
many features that mirror the unique conditions that students face in their 
exams. As alluded to earlier, these conditions are not only practical (such as 
having to face a battery of questions within a limited amount of time on the 
part of the students) but also social (such as the unequal power relations 
between the student and the marker). The unique conditions mean that 
teachers have an interest in preparing the student in advance through a 
replication of the conditions in class. Not only is it fundamentally the remit of 
the teacher to prepare the students for the examinations, but the fact that the 
examination conditions are not naturally encountered in other forms of social 
interaction means the onus lies on the teacher to acquaint students to these 
conditions before they encounter them for real during the examinations. 
In addition, the formulaic nature of the examinations promotes the belief that 
diligent preparation undertaken during curriculum time can pay dividends 
during the test itself, allowing students to require reduced thinking time (and 
thus more time for writing down their points) as well as providing them 
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verified "model" or ideal approaches to predictable questions. In both cases, 
the students stand to benefit not only from an increased chance of performing 
well. It is arguable also that that very knowledge then reduces their anxiety, 
which in turn allows them to remain focussed on the task at hand, closing a 
positive feedback cycle. 
Despite the arguments presented above however, the teachers involved in this 
study reject the suggestion that these examination conditions are explicitly and 
deliberately recreated in class as a means of preparing the students for their 
exams. When put to her that her interactions in class potentially engender an 
environment that mirrors the practical and social conditions students face in 
the examinations, Maru asserted, 
When I ask these questions, I don’t deliberately recreate exam 
conditions. So I am totally unaware of it. 
Maru 
Nonetheless, there is an acceptance that the co-occurrence of examination 
conditions in the classroom is not a matter of coincidence. The socio-
economic reality of education as a results-driven industry, allied with the fact 
that the students' two-year tenure in the Junior Colleges tangibly culminates in 
a national examination, means that classroom activities are seen as outcome-
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oriented, and classroom learning, on top of being conducted for the sake of the 
students' intellectual development, is also carried out with a mind on the 
examinations. 
I wouldn’t say it is incidental (that these examination features find 
their way into the classroom). Obviously, it is outcome based. We 
are hoping for a situation where our teaching and the students’ 
desire to learn results in a win-win outcome. 
(With regard to the notion of backwash) And vice-versa too. 
Having seen what exams require, you are trying to prepare them 
because you are thinking that see, it’s been done all the while in 
the GCE ‘A’ Levels, this is how students do well. So we have 
perpetuated this thing. 
After being in the profession for many years now, there’s a certain 
sense of a prescribed approach, you realise the students don’t seem 
to be doing too well. 
Rain 
This suggests that while the recreation of the examination conditions in the 
classroom cannot be claimed as an explicit goal of the teacher, it is 
nonetheless possible that it resembles an implicit product of a teacher's 
awareness of the significance of the examinations. It is important to note here 
that monologism is shown not to be the result of cultural factors. Rather, it is a 
response to the unique challenges that students encounter during the 
examinations, reflecting the teacher's attempts, even if subconsciously or 
intuitively, to ensure students are best prepared. 
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Monologism as induction to discourse community 
It is possible that a monologic approach resembles the most effective means 
for teaching students what is commonly understood as the format of 
argumentation and the argumentative essay. Specifically here, we consider the 
potential benefits of monologism in introducing the students to the genre of 
argumentation and its features. Martin (1984) defines genre as a “staged, goal-
oriented, purposeful activity in which speakers engage as members of 
culture”. Linguistically, the genre manifests itself in a unique configuration of 
the register (the field, tenor, and mode). Put simply, different genres will 
contain varying structural, grammatical or lexical elements that functionally 
combine to realise its communicative purpose. 
Below we explore the teacher’s monologic discussion of the various features 
of the argumentative essay. While at first glance it may appear that to teach 
students the rules of a particular genre is restraining students’ creativity 
(Richardson, 1994), it is useful to note that genre conventions resemble a 
culturally-evolved and time-refined way of achieving a purpose. Since genres 
are goal-oriented, these elements are functional within a society, and thus 
resemble “a facilitating convention” rather than “an arbitrary prescriptive 
formula” (Painter, 2001:170). In introducing the genre conventions related to 
the practice of argumentation to the students, teachers are in fact providing 
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them with the necessary knowledge that allows them to effectively participate 
in the activities of the discourse community. As Painter argues then, genre 
conventions should not be seen as limiting, but rather, enabling.  
In addition, the argumentative essay genre contains several unique genre 
elements that students may not encounter readily or regularly in their daily 
practices. For example, while students may find themselves involved in 
instances of argumentation in class, they do not engage in it at length - as they 
would in an argumentative essay. This means that the students do not naturally 
encounter the unique requirements of the argumentative essay genre, and thus 
are unable to naturally learn these conventions incidentally. Together with the 
realisation that the students’ mastery of the argumentative essay genre is 
critical to their performance in the examinations, it is perhaps the case that the 
teachers value the monologic transmission of knowledge in describing these 
genre conventions so as to be able to clearly and succinctly relate them as well 
as their importance in the discourse. 
!  
Example 8: Proscription of the listing approach. 
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The above exchange takes place after the teacher called several students to 
present their answers on the board. Once the students have returned to their 
seats, Maru then assesses the quality of their responses written. Here, Maru 
appears to be exercising her authority to preside over what is “problematic” or 
otherwise in an essay. While the teacher is entitled to present her opinion on 
what is or is not acceptable, the students did not have the chance to defend 
their work. We see that in proscribing the “listing” approach as unacceptable, 
and explicitly instructing students against it (“don’t do listing”), the 
monologism observed occurs with reference to the specification of genre 
conventions - specifically the structure of an individual argument in the 
argumentative essay. We understand that an argument structure requires a 
topic statement followed by an elaboration, accompanied by a judicious use of 
examples that work together to demonstrate and illustrate the point. The 
teacher censures the student’s use of the approach as not only does it not 
adhere to the accepted generic structure of the argumentative essay, but also 
leaves the student prone to listing - a structure that does not accommodate or 
provide room for argumentation. 
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Example 9: “Nuancing” in argumentation. 
Not only do the arguments in an argumentative essay require an expanded 
elaboration sequence, the overall structure of the essay also commonly 
requires the student to acknowledge potential counter arguments. The above 
excerpt, Rain is discussing the responses to an essay question. On the surface, 
it appears that the interaction is dialogic in nature, with the teacher 
encouraging the students to elaborate upon their responses. However, we see 
that while the teacher invites the students to present and elaborate upon their 
responses, there is no further uptake performed for any of the students’ 
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responses. The discussion only moved forward in turn 16, when the teacher 
appears satisfied that no student would provide him the desired response (as 
indicated in turn 10 with “what I was hoping to hear is that..”). In introducing 
the concept of “nuancing” as a response to the question “what is required to 
answer this question”, Rain describes the need for students to engage potential 
counter-arguments together in order to produce a coherent argumentative 
essay, highlighting it as a necessary and central structural element of the essay. 
This element of the argumentative essay is also introduced as a warning to 
students. Not only does he preface the utterance with the “warning”, he 
explicitly mentions that students “will not do well if you (they) don’t master 
this skill”, emphasising the obligatory quality of “nuancing” not just in the 
structure of the argumentative essay but also by extension, the examinations. 
!  
Example 10: Evaluation of formulation. 
Apart from the discourse structure, we can also see a monologic exchange in 
which the teacher explicitly prescribes the features of the topic sentences 
which she thinks are good. The exchange above takes place during a 
discussion segment when the students come up to the board to write down the 
move structures for their essays. Here, Maru can be seen pointing out and 
   of  71 135
circling the phrase “too absolute to be fair” on the board while stating her 
fondness for it, before looking for similar constructions in the other answers 
on the board. In this case, we observe that the teacher adopts a monologic 
approach to prescribe the tenor of the genre, in which students must argue 
strongly for a stand. 
!  
Example 11: Prescription of stock phrases. 
Once again here we have Maru taking a monologic and more explicit 
approach to describing the tenor of the argumentative genre, seen in her 
prescription of what the students “need to (do)” (twice). This time, the teacher 
also prescribes a list of phrasing for the students’ perusal and use.  Here, not 
only does the teacher do this to reinforce the tenor required for the 
argumentative essay, but also with the belief that the students need to be 
equipped with the necessary vocabulary in order to realise these genre 
requirements. 
Students do not contradict themselves because they are crazy. They 
contradict themselves because they don’t have the language to 
phrase it in such a way.  
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When students speak in class they tend to speak in bits and pieces. 
When they are required to write in sentences they really don’t have 




Example 12: Balance in argumentation. 
In this example, during a discussion on the morality of abortion, Maru 
unilaterally decides that “it is too easy to say yes” in response to a student’s 
assertion that it is acceptable to abort a baby because it will be deformed. The 
teacher then raises her volume as she stresses the word “provided” before 
requesting that the class detail conditions in which the abortion of a deformed 
baby is acceptable. In essence here, even though the teacher has previously 
been shown to encourage students to take a stand, the teacher is condemning 
the use of sweeping statements in argumentative essays, where students are 
expected to demonstrate a critical understanding of all aspects of the 
argument. 
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Example 13: Proscription of ethnocentrism. 
A genre as a goal-oriented activity engaged in by a community does not only 
comprise of a structured means for achieving a stated purpose, but is also 
carried out within a context that is specific. A student’s effectual participation 
in the goal-oriented activities then does not only depend on an understanding 
of the discourse structure, but also an appreciation of the participants in the 
discourse and their roles. In this case, while we appreciate that the process of 
writing an argumentative essay frequently leads the students into a qualitative 
stasis, from which students are forced to perform judgements and an 
evaluation reasoned by their personal values, it is important to bear in mind 
that the rhetoric must ultimately be a persuasive text with the potential to 
influence its audience - the essay marker. Therefore, it is imperative that the 
student’s text then mediates his own personal values with those valued by the 
General Paper curriculum. Rain mentions that he is acutely aware of this 
requirement on the part of the students, especially when the essay is intended 
for an audience - the marker - “who marks according to a template.” 
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Following from this, we see here that he introduces the students to the 
intended essay audience and their value system through a proscription of 
ethnocentrism. At this point, it is important to consider that certain values 
resemble core values to some - values which are fervently held and least open 
to negotiation (Rieke and Sillars, 2001). With the learning outcome of the 
General Paper syllabus explicitly stating the need to “cultivate respect for, and 
appreciation of diverse perspectives”, it is likely that cultural relativism 
constitutes one of the core values of the General Paper curriculum. Arguably 
here, the teacher’s monologic prescription of ethnocentric value judgement is 
neither intended to restrict the student’s creativity in formulating an argument 
nor an attempt at evaluating the merit of one perspective against another. 
Rather, it can instead be seen as an attempt to introduce the students to the 
participants (audience / marker) of the genre as well as the deep-seated values 
held by them. 
We can observe that in all these interactions, we see that the teachers preside 
over the discussion of genre conventions in absolute terms with the use of 
strong modality. This can be seen in expressions such as “need to”, “cannot”, 
and “should be”. This is interesting because while the teachers have been open 
to the input and response of the students in other instances of discussion, this 
openness is not observed here. This suggests that there appears to be an 
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explicit attention on the part of the teacher to providing the information in as 
emphatic and explicit a manner as possible when discussing obligatory and 
central genre conventions. It is useful to consider that this argumentative genre 
is not only unique in the general daily interactions of the students, but the 
Junior College level also resembles for some their first encounter with this 
genre. It follows then that the teachers feel the need to provide clear and 
explicit coaching with regard to the genre conventions as shown above. 
To me that is seen as a technical requirement. If you (student) 
ignore this… there’s a likelihood that you won’t do well. 
Rain  
This monologism may also be a reaction to the perceived ability of the 
students to engage in an expanded argumentative sequence (see scaffolding in 
the next chapter). In the next chapter, we observe the teacher having to 
provide a scaffold for the students in order for them to engage in an expanded 
argumentation sequence. The monologism here may potentially be a response 
to the perceived inability on the part of the student, with the teaching of the 
argument structure resembling a restatement of the necessary steps taken in 
engaging in an expanded argument, rather than a prescription of what needs to 
be done. Potentially here, conveying the genre conventions in a monologic 
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manner firmly provides a foundational structure that establishes the rules for a 
more open and dialogic discussion of content to come later on. 
The teacher’s job is to point out first, and then to help students 
identify, and only then can they produce and replicate (the 
structure of the argumentation). 
Maru 
The monologic approach to teaching the genre of the argumentative essay 
should not be taken as incongruous however. As Swales (1990) and Martin 
and Rose (2007) emphasise with regard to genre and its norms, users of 
language must be initiated into the discourse community of a genre by its 
experts, and these genre conventions must be explicitly conveyed or taught in 
the institutions within which they are native. In the context of the GP 
classroom then, it is expected that teachers, as experts in the discourse 
community, induct students as new members of the community through 
explicit teaching of the genre conventions. It is only then that the students are 
able to productively partake as members of the discourse community. 
Finally, having touched upon genre as a time-attested and refined method of 
realising a social purpose or goal, it follows that the features and conventions 
of a genre would be resistant to change and not in need of further adaptation. 
With this in mind, it is plausible that the teachers have opted against devoting 
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time to the discussion of genre features, which then allows more emphasis to 
be placed on the content of discussion itself. 
Provision of reliable knowledge in the classroom 
In this section, we discover how monologism can provide the teacher and 
students the assurance that reliable knowledge is being discussed in the 
classroom. This is achieved primarily in two ways. Firstly, the teacher-
dominated initiation sequences mean that the teacher will have relative 
monopoly and exclusivity in providing information for use in class 
discussions, allowing for strict control of the quality, relevance and accuracy 
of the examples provided. Beyond that, the IRE sequences also allow for the 
teacher to summarise and evaluate the responses of the students immediately 
after it is provided. Once again, this means that the teacher is able to address 
any inaccuracies or fallacies in arguments before providing a summary that 
forms the basis for further discussion. Not only will this allow the teacher the 
opportunity to adjudicate and provide a satisfactory conclusion to the 
discussion, the students’ awareness of this fact potentially leads to greater 
confidence in the product of any prior discussion.  
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Provision of knowledge and factoids 
In the monologic IRE-dominant classroom, the teacher dominates the 
initiation sequences. This monopoly over the initiation sequences does not 
solely concern questioning or elicitation sequences, but instead includes 
informing sequences as well. If we consider that the preferred response from 
the students to these informing moves comes in the form of an 
acknowledgement, this means that the IRE sequence allows for the teacher to 
have a monopoly in providing knowledge and examples to the class. As 
discussed in the previous sections, we understand that the discussion in class 
often occurs not for its own sake, but as part of the process of preparing the 
students for the examinations that they will sit for eventually. This means that 
the subject of the discussion, especially the factoids and examples, will 
invariably be used by students in their exams. A monopoly over the provision 
of knowledge will mean that teachers will have greater control over the nature 
of content discussed, taken on board, and eventually utilised by the students in 
the examinations. 
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Example 14: Elaboration by the teacher. 
The above interaction takes place at the beginning of class when Maru invites 
the students to discuss a piece of news from the day before with the class. In 
this excerpt, we can observe that she consistently makes reference to the use 
of the information discussed (in the examinations), as she first mentions “now 
this information you can use” and then questions the students (“you can use 
that information for what”). This demonstrates the teacher's awareness of the 
potential eventual use of the issues being discussed in class, and therefore also 
her role in facilitating the growth of the students’ library of knowledge of 
issues and examples. In addition, she also appears to demonstrate her 
awareness of her role as quality controller, appearing to perform checks of 
understanding to ensure students are aware of the issues at hand. In turn 5, we 
can see the teacher ask the class “what about Medishield Life” before 
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affirming the answer provided as accurate (“ya”). This is repeated again in 
turn 7, with the teacher this time asking the class the motivation behind this 
policy change.  
It is noteworthy that even though the class activity places the responsibility on 
students to share a piece of news of their choosing, the teacher appears to be 
the one who ends up elaborating upon the topics raised by the students, to the 
extent of testing the students on their understanding of it as seen above. 
Granted, the elaboration on the part of the teacher may have been necessitated 
by the fact that the student responded to her elicitation in turn 5 simply with a 
noun and without further elaboration (this is discussed in further detail in a 
forthcoming section below). 
However, unlike the example below, the teacher does not attempt to follow 
this up with a scaffold with which the student is able to elaborate upon her 
answer. Instead, we observe that the teacher carries out her own elaboration 
and explanation in its place. This, together with the fact that the teacher makes 
constant reference to the use of the examples in examinations, suggests that 
her intention in this exercise relates to providing students not just information, 
but one that is personally validated and verified, especially, with its 
prospective use in the students’ essays in mind. 
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It is the business of the GP teacher to know things. It is our 
professional obligation. If students know X, but they have a lot of 
gaps, I might as well tell them.  
Maru 
Provision of a satisfactory conclusion to discussion 
The monologic classroom, in which students rely on the teachers to ultimately 
rule on the discussions conducted in class, has the potential to allow teachers 
to ensure that students are not led astray by the open and expansive exchange 
of ideas that occur in class. This is achieved through the concluding remarks 
provided by the teacher, in which she summarises the preceding discussion 
while providing the class with directions moving forward. Below we explore 
how the teacher concludes a dialogic and open discussion in a more 
monologic manner in order to anchor the discussion and restrict the potential 
for inadmissible or irrelevant content to be misconstrued as acceptable. 
!  
Example 15: Provision of a conclusion. 
The example above takes place following a discussion on the morality of 
abortion. In the discussion, Maru had attempted to dissuade a student from her 
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view that abortion should not be (morally) permissible in any case. The 
teacher did this by asking the student if abortion should be allowed in cases of 
rape, to which the student remained steadfast, remarking that the victim was 
responsible for being raped, much to the consternation of the class (see 
SHORTER INTERACTIONAL EXCHANGES). The excerpt reflects the final turn 
in that protracted discussion. Here, we see that the teacher takes a monologic 
approach in providing a concluding remark, with her seen prescribing to the 
students the steps necessary to be taken before they write their essay.  
It is noteworthy that the teacher, having allowed an expansive dialogic 
discussion to take place prior, closes the discussion by prescribing to the 
students the steps necessary to be taken by the students before they sit for their 
paper. This change in interaction pattern upon the teacher signalling her intent 
to present a concluding remark suggests that the monologic mode is a 
deliberate choice on her part. Following an open discussion on the morality of 
abortion (and subsequently on liability in cases of rape) that raised many 
questions and elicited varied arguments and viewpoints, we can see that the 
teacher provides a sense of direction to a potentially nebulous or ill-defined 
discussion by instructing the students to discover their threshold (“you must 
decide for yourself where is your threshold”). She also appears to provide 
advice for the student who argued for the responsibility of the victim in cases 
   of  83 135
of rape, implying through the question “is my stand so odd that it will not be 
able to be accepted by other people” that while some arguments were 
considered in the preceding discussion, it should not be taken as an index of 
acceptability. It is important to note here that the teacher has not intended to 
convey to the students an existence of a finite set of "correct" answers, but 
rather, provide guidance as to the acceptability and validity of various points 
in the preceding discussion. 
I would not subscribe them to certain points. I would like them to 
go away thinking, “that was a valid point.” 
Maru 
Here, we can see that monologism resembles a means for the teacher to 
explicitly give meaning to the discussion that took place prior, in order to 
allow students to discern the point of the discussion. It also allows the teacher 
to perform quality control on the key points that students stand to take away 
from the discussion, ensuring that unreasonable arguments are not 
misrepresented as acceptable simply because they were heard for the sake of 
discussion. Through an aggregate of these processes, monologism here 
consequently provides for a satisfactory conclusion on the part of the teacher, 
with the knowledge that the conclusion to the discussion singularly performed 
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by her ensures her students do not leave the discussion feeling disoriented or 
confused. 
!  
Example 16: Validation of student’s approach. 
In this example we see that after allowing for potential disagreement and 
rebuttal of a student’s initial answer, Rain expresses judgement (“interesting”) 
over the student’s response at the end of the interaction. What is more telling 
however, is the fact that he has to explicitly deny ruling out the student’s 
approach towards the issue at hand. This demonstrates the teacher's awareness 
of the students’ reliance on the teacher to provide a concluding remark or final 
judgement. The teacher’s provision of the evaluation then serves to meet this 
need of the students, which in turn provides them with the assurance that their 
thought processes (though not necessarily their answers) should be 
encouraged. As a result of both these interrelated processes discussed above, 
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we can see that this monologism at the end of the discussion serves to ratify 
the previous dialogue and legitimise the preceding discussion. 
As a consequence of the two issues discussed above, teacher’s role can be seen 
as the provider and source of knowledge in the classroom. Not only does the 
teacher appear knowledgable in predominantly supplying information for 
discussions, but in adjudicating on discussions rather than passively playing 
the role of a moderator, the teacher is able to impart tangible knowledge, 
rather than be seen as just an enabler. These then combine to reinforce the 
identity of authority that Vaish (2008) mentions is culturally situated. With 
authority and the possession of knowledge being a cornerstone of the teacher’s 
ethos, it is not hard to imagine that monologism, in providing for the 
demonstration of these traits, is secondarily a means through which credibility 
and trust in the teacher can be established. 
Even as a student, I believed that the teachers who I respected 
were the ones who had authority over their subject matter.  
Maru 
While Vaish argues that culturally-situated ideas of teacher authority results in 
the pervasiveness of the monologic interaction in class, the argument made 
here reverses the causal relationship. Here, what we observe is that 
   of  86 135
monologism is not the product of culture, but rather, the result of the teacher's 
desire to ensure that the class ends up with reliable information that they can 
use and trust. This need for reliable information involves, amongst others, 
indexing an identity that is authoritative and knowledgeable in order to 
establish a high degree of credibility that in turn allows students to believe and 
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CHAPTER 5: MONOLOGIC CLASSES FOR TIME-
EFFICIENT TEACHING !
While above we have considered the function of monologism in the classroom 
as a means for examination preparation, as well as the motivations that drive 
teachers to apply them despite the syllabus calling for a more dialogic 
approach, this chapter investigates another potential motivation and function 
of the monologic classroom. This time, we explore the teacher’s adoption of 
the monologic approach to learning driven by the need to teach most 
expediently, and how monologism can be shown to interactionally provide for 
it. While the previous chapter discusses how the need to prepare for an 
upcoming exam influences a teacher’s pedagogy, here we discuss how the 
teachers potentially leverage on monologic interactions in order to achieve the 
lesson objective in the most direct manner.  
The issue of the value and price of time restricting a teacher’s pedagogical 
choices is not new, even in local contexts (see Farrell and Lim, 2005; Tam, 
Seevers, Gardner III and Heng, 2006; Cheong and Cheung, 2008). The 
teachers in this study share similar sentiments about the the need to be time-
efficient in the classroom. As Rain stresses, “time is of the essence” in the 
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classroom, with teachers having to be mindful of “the constraints of the 
timetable” in order to successfully realise their teaching objectives in the class. 
While task efficiency is generally seen as good sense, it is in the context of the 
increasingly competitive academic arms-race discussed in the previous chapter 
that these sentiments become not only understandable, but unravel themselves 
as more pressing. It is easy to imagine that effective teaching in class can 
potentially provide more curriculum time for teachers to devote to the process 
of examination preparation. It is not only in the context of a single lesson that 
the issue of time with respect to the examination arises. Teachers commonly 
speak of a need to “finish teaching the syllabus” in time for the examinations. 
An efficient teaching pedagogy does not simply maximise curriculum time for 
the teacher, but serves as an enabler in the process of examination preparation 
discussed above. 
It becomes evident then that there is pressure on and an expectation of the 
teacher to be maximally (time-)efficient in class. With this in mind we explore 
several ways in which the monologic classroom and the IRE appears to be a 
useful exchange structure that enables for a more expedient conduct of the 
lessons. This concept of efficiency enabled by the IRE can be broadly 
observed in one of two ways. The first concerns the function of the IRE 
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sequence in allowing the teacher greater control over the direction in which 
discussions in class unfolds, such that it enables the teacher to cover key 
content areas that form part of the stated aims of a specific lesson. In much the 
same way, we also consider the ways in which the IRE sequence provides the 
teacher the ability to manage the development of the lessons temporally, 
allowing the teacher to reactively adjust the pace of the lesson according to the 
needs of the class. Together, it is argued that the IRE resembles a pedagogical 
choice that allows the teacher to meet the needs of the syllabus as well as the 
specific lesson in the most efficient and timely manner. 
Controlled discussion development for directed learning 
In the extract below, we see how the IRE allows the teacher to retain control 
of the direction of the class discussion by allowing the questioning move to be 
the exclusive domain of the teacher. This is an important feature because it 
allows the teacher to direct the unfolding of the discussion in class, thereby 
allowing the class to arrive at various intended points of discussion without 
much interactional detour. 
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Example 17: Teacher guiding the direction of discussion. 
In this exchange which takes place at the beginning of the class, Maru has 
invited the students to share a piece of news that happened recently. Here, the 
class discuss the news that actor and director Philip Hoffman was found dead 
after an alleged case of drug abuse. There are two IRE sequences observed in 
this series of exchanges. In both exchanges, the teacher poses a question to the 
students, but performs no real uptake upon receiving the students’ response. 
Instead, the teacher performs an evaluation move before initiating another 
elicitation of information sequence. 
In the first IRE sequence, the teacher asks the students “what would you ask 
yourselves” in relation to the fact that “they found syringes still in his veins”. 
Upon hearing the response of the student, the teacher repeats the response 
verbatim as a means of acknowledging it. Following that, the teacher performs 
an implicit evaluation. Here, the teacher’s rephrasing of the student’s response 
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as she repeats it to the class suggests that the teacher deems the response valid 
enough to be heard by the class, albeit in a more grammatically acceptable 
form. Following this, the teacher proceeds to nominate another student to 
volunteer another response. The second student then provides another 
response which the teacher similarly repeats verbatim before adding the 
affirmative “okay” as a form of explicit evaluation that lets the student know 
his response is relevant and acceptable. In both exchange sequences, we can 
see that there is no real uptake on the student’s response. Rather than 
commenting on the students' input or beginning an extended discussion based 
on it, the teacher instead acknowledges the input of the students and then 
performs a simple evaluation of their input before initiating another elicitation 
sequence.  
Crucially, after the second sequence, immediately after the affirmative "okay", 
the teacher begins with the marker "now" highlighting a topical change that 
suggests that the upcoming talk possibly deviates from the prior exchanges. It 
is curious that having not performed an uptake on any of the questions posed 
by the students (as part of their response to the teacher’s eliciting), the 
question that gets elaborated upon occurs in turn 5, which is performed by the 
teacher. Here, the teacher restates the facts of the case before appearing to 
answer her initial question from turn 1 with “what’s wrong with him?” It 
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appears that in contrast to the responses provided by the students in turns 2 
and 4, the teacher intends for the issue of Hoffman’s motives to be a topic of 
greater discussion. This is evident as the teacher has not only discounted the 
two prior responses from the students, but she also self-nominates after her 
question is met with silence from the class in order to provide additional 
information regarding Hoffman's use of drugs, before positing at the end that 
an addiction stemming from a childhood battle to cope with overnight stardom 
is the cause of Hoffman’s drug abuse even in adulthood.  
The fact that the motive for Hoffman’s drug abuse is heavily elaborated upon 
in this sequence, allied to the suggestion that the teacher appears to preface the 
discussion by restating the parameters of her initial question suggests that 
perhaps this issue is the primary focus of the teacher since the first turn. Here, 
the IRE has allowed the teacher not only to evaluate the validity of the 
students’ response, but through selective uptakes and restatement of specific 
questions, gear the development of the class discussion towards a point the 
teacher intends to expand upon. We can see this occurring again in the final 
turn. Having elaborated upon the motive behind Hoffman’s drug abuse, the 
teacher begins a questioning sequence that takes the discussion away from the 
potential reasons for Hoffman’s drug abuse. 
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Example 18: Abortive attempt at discussion. 
The importance of monologic talk, in the form of guiding the development of 
discussion, towards time-efficient teaching is made apparent in contrast with 
an instance of attempted and abortive dialogic talk. The sequence above 
occurs in Rain’s classroom. In this exchange, the class is discussing potential 
approaches to a seemingly straightforward question (of whether the students 
would support rule-breaking in society). 
In the first turn, we see that the teacher attempts a process elicitation (Mehan, 
1979). Upon receiving an unsubstantiated response, the teacher appears to 
guide the student in the elaboration of his answer by following up with a 
metaprocess elicitation. The response in turn 4 from the student is met with an 
astonished response by the teacher, who nonetheless presses the student on 
what he has to write about in turn 5. Tellingly, when the student responds for 
the third time with an unsubstantiated single sentence fragment, the teacher 
mentions how they (the class) are not to be “tortured” for much longer with 
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the manner of exchange that had just unfolded. Here, we see that the teacher's 
attempt at initiating a discussion concerning the approach to the essay question 
has been met with a lack of meaningful responses. While this suggests that the 
discussion here has not developed productively in the eyes of the teacher, this 
additionally hints to the possibility that the teacher had a teaching point that he 
wanted to put across to the class in initiating the exchange with the student. 
This potential teaching point is seemingly uncovered later in the turn when the 
teacher explicitly asks if there is a potential merit in choosing that question, 
suggesting that there is an unorthodox approach to the question that students 
can explore in order to satisfactorily attempt this question. 
What is evident in both cases is that the conclusion or final remark could have 
been arrived at from the beginning as a direct response. However, this has 
failed to materialise as a result of the students providing responses which do 
not lead the discussion towards the intended topic of discussion. Nonetheless, 
we see that teacher is able to make use of the features of the IRE to ensure the 
discussion eventually touches upon their intended teaching points. Put another 
way, the IRE provides teachers the mechanism that minimises tangential or 
meandering talk in class. In so doing, it allows the teacher to install guide rails 
on the class discussion, allowing the teachers to make sure the discussion is 
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always on track and passes through imagined checkpoints that resemble the 
teacher’s intermediate teaching goals and objectives. 
Controlled input of the students for pre-planned discussions 
This theme of teacher control over classroom talk is expanded upon through 
the excerpt below. However, while the two examples discussed above concern 
the teacher’s use of the IRE interaction pattern in returning the class to a topic 
of discussion initiated earlier, here we discuss how the IRE can resemble a 
means through which the teacher is able to retain significant influence over the 
direction of discussion while still accommodating student input. This is 
achieved through limiting the scope of a student's potential response such that 
it becomes not only predictable, but resembles one intended by the teacher. By 
leading the students this way, the teacher is then able to perform an 
elaboration move in response as he intends the discussion to develop and 
conclude. In the example below, Rain is responding to a point made by the 
student that the nature of industries that a country hosts can be used as a 
measure of whether it is civilised. Here, it appears the teacher partially 
disagrees with the point that the student has raised. 
   of  96 135
!  
Example 19: Controlled input of the students. 
We see here an instance of monologic interaction as the student provides a 
response to the teacher’s closed ended question which is then subject to 
evaluation. We see an instance of this evaluation performed explicitly in turn 
5, as the teacher goes “correct correct”. Crucially at this stage, not only does 
the teacher appraise the student's response as relevant to the discussion, but he 
also indicates that he has been looking for it. Apart from demonstrating 
another instance of the teacher leading the class discussion in a direction that 
he intended (“I was looking for this”), here we can also see that he is able to 
capitalise on this opportune development in the discussion in order to 
elaborate upon this the example and demonstrate his earlier point about 
actions that may be construed as uncivilised when viewed ethnocentrically. 
This was a review, and three classes have done it. And so I wont 
remember which student, but certainly a particular student, could 
have been from this class also, could have already highlighted it in 
his or her answer. It was clear that this person knew that this was 
a useful example. 
   of  97 135
Rain  
This opportunity is afforded to the teacher because the interactional structure 
of the monologic IRE-dominant classroom provides for the teacher to 
maintain his speaking turn and perform an initiation sequence upon the 
completion of the evaluation move. In cases like the excerpt above where the 
teacher is able to guide the students towards an example that he already had in 
mind, it represents an example in which the teacher can exercise great 
influence over the development and evolution of the class discussion through 
the IRE sequence.  
Crucially, the nature of this interaction, although structurally monologic, 
appears to have ostensibly resulted in the co-construction of knowledge 
between the student and teacher. Here, we observe that the student provides 
the example while the teacher follow-up to provide an elaboration of its 
significance. It appears then that this resembles a controlled-manner through 
which student input can be allowed in discussions while ensuring the lesson 
develops as intended by the teacher. This control arguably enables a more 
expedient conduct of the lesson, with limited opportunity for and occurrence 
of contingencies like tangential discussions as the lesson goes according to 
plan.  
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Multiple IREs as a scaffold towards desired learning point  
The IRE sequence, when used in a series, is potentially an effective 
pedagogical strategy that allows teachers to guide students progressively and 
in a structured manner towards a desired learning point. Above we have 
considered the function of the IRE interaction sequence as a form of tether that 
allows the teacher to constantly ensure that the discussion in class does not 
stray too far from the intended final goal. Below however, we consider how a 
monologic series of questioning is especially useful when the students appear 
unable or reluctant to venture a detailed and substantiated response to an 
initial dialogic question. Here, it is argued that the teacher does not eschew 
dialogic patterns of interaction in favour of a more monologic interaction from 
the outset. Rather, the monologic series of questioning (in the form of multiple 
IRE sequences) is a secondary recourse that the teachers adopt following the 
lack of a satisfactory response from an (attempted) initial dialogic exchange. 
!  
Example 20: Instance of scaffolding. 
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This sequence once again takes place at the beginning of the class, when Maru 
has invited the students to share a piece of recent news. In this exchange, a 
student volunteered a headline involving Thai protestors and their criticism of 
the government’s handling of the rice supplies provided by the rural rice 
industry. Here, we can see how in turn 3, the teacher invites the class to 
ponder the significance of the news event. This move can be seen as an 
attempt at a dialogic discussion by the teacher as in inviting a member of the 
class to elaborate on the news, she appears to encourage the students to find 
meaning in the series of events that have unfolded in the news article. 
However, in turn 4, we observe that the teacher’s invitation to a dialogic 
discussion has not been met with a concrete response from the students, with 
no student willing to self-nominate and venture an interpretation of the news 
item to the class. Notwithstanding the reasons behind this reluctance, the 
teacher employs a monologic approach in response. 
As a result, we see that turn 5 marks the start of a series of closed ended 
elicitation sequences initiated by the teacher. From turn 5 to 9, following the 
failure of the students to provide a concrete response beyond chatter amongst 
themselves, it can be argued that the teacher proceeds to guide the students 
towards answering the initial question by posing a series of monologic closed-
ended questions. This series of guiding questions begins as mentioned in turn 
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5, with the teacher asking the class a factual question about the role of the Thai 
rice farmers in the news item. Unlike the question posed in turn 3, this prompt 
is met with a satisfactory response from the students. In turn, the teacher 
responds by appraising the student’s answer as accurate. The teacher then 
proceeds to build on the information provided by the student in turn 7, 
providing the students with information about the Thai government’s deal with 
the farmers. She then again elicits a factual response from the students at the 
end of the turn, encouraging students to complete her sentence beyond her 
tailed-off conjunction “but…” Once again, the move is met satisfactorily by a 
student, evidenced by the teacher’s affirmation of the student’s response at the 
start of turn 9 as well as her rephrasing of the student’s response. 
It is noteworthy that both the guiding questions take the form of factual 
questions, to which there are clear right or wrong answers. This contrasts with 
the the initial open-ended question posed by the teacher in turn 3. More 
crucially, the factual questions are ones which the students have the resources 
and capability (derived from reading the news articles) to respond to. We 
observe that the teacher is able to guide the class through the process of 
establishing the factual circumstances surrounding the news event (as well as 
enable the teacher to check on accuracy of the students’ understanding of the 
issue) before the significance of the events can be posited. This thus means 
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that the guiding questions has offered a means for the teacher to circumvent 
the apprehension towards answering the initial open-ended complex question. 
The teacher then completes this process by offering her interpretation of the 
significance of the events in her second sentence in turn 9.  
Taken together, we can see how the initial question posed by the teacher in 
turn 3 resembles a complex question that can be satisfactorily answered 
through answering several sub-questions. Put another way, the initial attempt 
at a dialogic question resembles a complex challenge that requires a multi-step 
compounded response in order to satisfactorily negotiate it. The series of 
monologic IRE sequences then allows the teacher to break down the scale of 
the task at hand, and provides a step-by-step guide to answering the initial 
question that removes the apprehension in tackling it. Through the guided 
monologic questioning, the class is able to arrive at the expected answer, 
rather than spend time either in silence or providing inaccurate responses. 
Rain acknowledges this, noting that the process of scaffolding is a “common” 
and “accepted” technique for achieving learning objectives. 
Directness for paradigm shift 
Above, we considered a case where it appears the teacher interprets the lack of 
a clear response from the student as an inability to tackle the question, with the 
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teacher circumventing it through a series of monologic exchanges as a means 
of guiding the discussion forward. Below, we analyse another instance in 
which the teacher appears to doubt the ability of the students to engage 
broadly and extensively in a discussion. This time, unlike the example above 
in which the teacher attempts a series of monologic questions to guide the 
students in formulating an elaborated response, the teacher elects to 
unidirectionally transfer knowledge to the students. In this excerpt, Maru is 
spending the period discussing an essay assignment (conducted across the 
cohort) that the students did the previous week. The teacher has completed 
marking the scripts and is spending the lesson going through the markers’ 
report, which outlines several common mistakes students made in the 
assignment.  
!  
Example 21: Directness as a means for a paradigm shift. 
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We can appreciate that the interaction here is highly monologic because the 
teacher is seen not only proscribing and negatively evaluating the focus of the 
students’ argumentation (“don’t just think about consumerism”), but also 
explicitly conveying to the students an approach that they may have 
overlooked. In doing so, the teacher has not offered her approach as a point of 
discussion, but rather stated it as an instruction (“think about it this way”). 
Additionally, while she proceeds with a number of questions, they all appear 
to be rhetorical in nature as she has not provided a pause between the end of 
the questioning utterances and the start of her following one that will allow 
students to self-nominate and respond. This is in addition to the fact that she 
has not nominated any student to venture a response. In effect here, the teacher 
is transmitting the information to the students while expecting them to display 
a passive understanding of her lecture. 
In contrast to the example from the previous section, in which the students' 
inability to formulate a response can be found within the interaction, in this 
case, the evidence that suggests the teacher’s choice to engage in a monologic 
interaction here is motivated by her scepticism in the students’ ability can be 
found contextually. As mentioned above, this segment of the lesson involves 
the teacher going through the main points of the markers’ report, which 
considers the weaknesses of students’ essays across the cohort. This means 
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that the teacher here would have had access to a large sample size of student 
essays, upon which the teacher may have found that few students are able to 
see beyond the concept of consumerism when talking abut excesses. We see 
evidence of that twice in the above excerpt. The first is seen when the teacher 
mentions that whenever students think about excesses, they automatically 
“think about consumerism”. This is then referenced again at the end when she 
restates that the “scope of this question (as attempted by the students) is very 
narrow”. 
In all the three classes, nobody saw excess in this way. So I came 
to the conclusion that they are not able to. And because they are 
not able to, I mean, I can ask them many many questions to point 
them in the direction but they won’t get it. So I might as well just 
tell it to them. 
Maru 
It emerges here that to think about excesses in terms of lifestyle obsessions 
involves a paradigm shift for the students. Thus, it is conceivable here that the 
monologic approach is used to unlock or facilitate this shift that the teacher 
perhaps feels the students were not able to arrive at on their own. By explicitly 
instructing them to approach the issue from another angle, the teacher is then 
enabling the students to comprehend the issue more broadly, allowing them to 
engage with it more extensively. We can observe further evidence that the 
teacher has intended the use of monologism for this purpose later on in the 
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same class (below). Towards the end of the session on essay feedback, the 
teacher distributes suggested outlines for all essay questions available in the 
exercise, mentioning that students “can learn a few tricks from here” for 
questions where they “don’t know where to begin”. 
!  
Example 22: Directness as a means for a paradigm shift (2). 
Clear speaking turn boundaries 
A key feature of the IRE exchange structure is the clear demarcation of the 
speaking turns in the interaction. Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) 
introduce the idea of the transition relevance places (TRPs) as places where 
another interlocutor may nominate himself and take the speaking turn. These 
TRPs occur at the end of turn construction units, and are usually points of 
grammatical, prosodic and pragmatic completion. According to Sacks et al., at 
the TRPs, the current speaker may elect another speaker, failing which a next 
speaker may self select. If neither of these two events occur, the current 
speaker may then continue his speaking turn. Thus, turn-taking in this 
conventional sense is a complex process that requires speakers to not only 
project TRPs before they occur, but also engage in a negotiation of speaking 
roles at each TRP.  
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However, while this may be true of general conversation, an observation of the 
IRE-dominant classroom interaction suggests that turn-taking and the 
assignment of speaker roles unfolds in a less complex manner. Unlike 
conventional turn-taking where transitions are marked by points of 
grammatical, prosodic and pragmatic completion, transitions in the IRE-
dominant classroom (at least from teacher to student) appear to be instead 
marked by a clear eliciting move by the teacher, followed by an optional 
nomination of the next speaker. This means that the teacher is able to hold on 
to her speaking turn until she performs an eliciting move that invites the 
students to respond. As a result, the teacher is able to either provide feedback 
or elaborate on a topic in class without being interrupted in the process, so 
long she avoids performing an eliciting move.  
!  
Example 23: Teacher continuation for completion of listing. 
In the above excerpt, the class are in the middle of a discussion about 
celebrities and recreational drugs. Prior to this exchange, Maru has 
encouraged the class to think about famous people who have succumbed as a 
result of drug overdose. Here, we see an example of how student responses 
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that do not come after an elicitation move is performed by the teacher is 
treated as dispreferred, and allows the teacher to retain her speaking turn 
despite the student self-nominating. At the end of turn 1, we see that the 
teacher is providing examples of celebrities (“Kurt Cobain, from Nirvana”) 
who have died while intoxicated. The utterance reaches a point of of 
pragmatic, prosodic, and grammatical completion, and a student takes the 
opportunity to self-nominate in turn 2 and provide another example (“Heath 
Ledger”). However, although the student has begun his speaking turn, the 
teacher contests this transition, indicated by her overlapping talk combined 
with raised volume. The teacher has failed to acknowledge the student’s 
response, and instead continues to list names of celebrities who she believes 
have died as a result of drug overdose. 
This continues again in turns 4-5 as well as 6-7. In the former, although the 
student expresses confusion (“huh?”) and attempts to request the teacher to 
clarify her previous statement, the teacher disregards this by carrying on to list 
another name (“Marilyn Monroe”) in turn 5. Similarly in the latter, even 
though the student begins to remark about the number of celebrities who have 
fallen afoul of their drug abuse habits in turn 6, the teacher cuts him off in turn 
7, and proceeds to check if the class has kept up with her (“right?”). She then 
finally relinquishes her speaking turn to a student after explicitly eliciting a 
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response from the students with her question at the end of turn 7 (“what can 
you use them for?”). 
The teacher’s apparent disregard of the responses from the students thus far 
suggests that the responses are ill-timed and do not occur at ratified transition 
places within the interaction (even if the response themselves were valid 
contributions). The fact that the student is prepared to cede his speaking turn 
in turns 2 and 6 despite appearing to have the speaking right in conventional 
terms also suggests that the student is potentially aware of his mistimed 
response. Here, the IRE-dominated interaction pattern has allowed the teacher 
the strict control of speaking rights in the class, as transitions in speaking turns 
from the teacher to the student is dictated and signalled by the teacher alone. 
In this interaction, we see how this has aided the teacher in expediently 
conducting her lesson as the control over the speaking rights has allowed her 
not to be interrupted or side-tracked by her student’s interjection (turn 6) and 
questioning (turn 4). Instead, she exercises her speaking right in order to finish 
her listing of the names of celebrities, before finally turning the discussion 
towards the next topic at her discretion (potential use in examinations). 
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Example 24: Teacher continuation for completion of structured argument. 
In the above excerpt, we have another example of how another teacher is able 
to utilise the clear turn-taking boundaries in order to expand on his point. 
While in the previous example Maru continued her turn to list down a number 
of examples for the benefit of the students before proceeding to then turn the 
topic of discussion towards the use of those examples in potential examination 
questions, here Rain makes use of his ability to continue his turn indefinitely 
before a clear eliciting move in order to provide specific coaching for the 
student. Above, the class is in the midst of discussing the measure of civility 
across societies, to which a student proposed that the nature of industries that a 
country hosts can stand as a measure. 
We can observe that the teacher does not believe that the point made by the 
student is accurate enough, evidenced by his acceptance in turn 3 that “there is 
a point there”. However, it appears that the teacher has chosen to adopt an 
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extended rhetorical structure in order to showcase his point. From the 
exchange above, it is likely that the teacher first intends to demonstrate the 
fallacy of the student’s argument as it stands (turn 1), before conceding that 
there is perhaps a point to be made if it were better expressed (turn 3). 
However, we see that between these two rhetorical moves, the students 
attempts to disagree with the teacher pointing out the weaknesses of his 
argument. Even though the teacher appears to have signalled an appropriate 
transition place with his question )“get it?”), it appears he meant it as a 
rhetorical question as he then proceeds to cut off the student as soon as he 
begins, suggesting that he is not done demonstrating his point. 
Once again, we see that the teacher has exploited the teacher’s right to a 
continued speaking turn. This time however, the teacher has made use of it in 
order to provide coaching to the student. He carries on in turn 3 to suggest that 
perhaps some elements of the student’s argument, taken by themselves, can be 
a valid measure of the level of civility. The teacher leads the student to this 
point by posing a question within a more specific context (“when Walmart 
comes in and pushes the cottage industries out of the way”) as well as a 
reminder proscribing the fallacious argument (”not the economic point ah”). 
This coaching sequence is complete when the teacher positively appraises the 
student’s subsequent response (“right. precisely.”) in turn 5. Here, being able 
   of  111 135
to continue his speaking turn means that the teacher is able to provide 
feedback to the student through a complex rhetorical structure that allows him 
to comprehensively and clearly tackle the fallacies of the student’s arguments, 
as well as guide the student towards a nuanced restatement of his original 
point. 
Reduced conversational moves for preferred responses 
Another feature of the IRE that aids teachers in conducting their lessons 
expediently can be found in the generic structure potential of the triadic 
exchange sequence. Specifically here, following an initiation and response 
pair, the teacher commonly performs an evaluation or feedback move to 
acknowledge a student’s answer. In the monologic IRE interaction sequence, 
where the teacher appears to have the authority and power to assess the 
students’ responses as right or wrong, an evaluation move can be sufficiently 
performed minimally with an assessment of the students’ response (be it 
explicit or otherwise), without the need for the teacher to engage productively 
with the students. In certain instances, this minimal exchange structure can 
allow the teacher to solicit a great number of responses from the students 
within a short interactional sequence. 
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Example 25: Minimal sequences. 
In the example above, the class are discussing an essay topic that debates 
whether technology has provided the solution to mankind’s problems. In the 
first turn, Maru invites the class to share their ideas on what they believe to be 
so. In the following exchange sequences, we see a repeated pattern that 
emerges. From turn 2 to 17 (with the exception of 6-7, 10-13), the interaction 
between the teacher and the student takes the form of STUDENT RESPONSE ^ 
TEACHER REPEAT, where the teacher acknowledges every response by 
repeating it. Here, the teacher’s repetition of the student’s answer not only 
allows her to acknowledge her receipt of the student’s response, but it also 
potentially serves as an implicit acceptance of the answer. This is especially so 
when we consider that in turns 6-7, the teacher asks for clarification when she 
appears to be unsatisfied with the student’s response. In addition, in turn 11, 
the teacher apologises to the student in order to have him repeat his response. 
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Together, these suggest that when the responses are satisfactory, the teacher is 
able to sufficiently perform her acceptance and evaluation minimally through 
the repetition of the students’ answers. Only when need be, such as in turn 6 
when the student has provided an incorrect response does the teacher have to 
extend the interaction sequence further with an insert expansion (turns 7 and 
8). The result here sees the teacher being able to solicit replies from six 
students within the short exchange. 
It is only when the teacher deems necessary that the student expand on his 
answer (either for the benefit of the class or as a means for the teacher to 
check on the understanding of the student) that she can then engage with the 
response of the student. Below, we see an excerpt from slightly later on in the 
exchange between the teacher and her students. This time, the teacher invites 
the class to suggest ways mankind can prevent wars from breaking out. 
!  !
Example 26: Forgoing the minimal sequence. 
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Much like the previous exchange, we see that in turn 2-3, the minimal 
structure of student’s response followed by its repetition by the teacher can be 
observed. However in a departure from the previous example, Maru here 
elects not to proceed the minimal structure, instead opting to invite the student 
to elaborate on the concept of "deterrence" for the benefit of the class. As she 
later remarked, 
Sometimes when I do this, I want to test their level of knowledge 
and understanding. 
For me, when I ask them questions like that, it’s really to hear 
what are the facts about, lets say the ‘Medishield’, so that they can 
jot down and probably use as an example. 
Maru 
It is only when the need arises that the teacher deviates away from the 
minimal structure of STUDENT RESPONSE ^ TEACHER REPEAT. We can 
appreciate the extent of the response that the teacher is able to receive from 
the students within a short interaction sequence through the use of the default 
minimal exchange structure. It is evident then that the monologic approach 
employed here can be said to aid the teacher in quickly and extensively 
garnering responses from the students, information which she needs before 
moving on to the next point of discussion. 
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Shorter interactional exchanges 
Another way in which monologic exchanges in the classroom can aid in the 
expedient conduct of the lesson can be observed through the concept of topic 
drift - where the subject of a previous response to a main topic is picked up by 
an interlocutor as the main topic in a new initiation sequence. Below we 
examine the argument that monologic exchanges between the student and 
teacher is susceptible to topic drift since the students are encouraged to expand 
on their ideas and thoughts on the issue. Instances of topic drift then takes the 
discussion away from the main point that the teacher had set out as the topic of 
discussion in the opening turns. This not only means that the teacher would 
have to spend time directing the course of the discussion back to the initial 
point of discussion, but crucially, precious time in the classroom has been 
spent engaged in discussions that may be tangential to the teacher’s teaching 
agenda. Below we analyse two excerpts from the same phase of Maru’s lesson 
that demonstrate this point. 
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Example 27: Topic drift in the dialogic discussion. 
The first interaction is largely dialogic and allows us to appreciate how the 
communal approach to meaning-making can account for the topic drift. Here 
we have an example of dialogism as we observe how the student is not simply 
restricted to answering questions posed by the teacher, but is instead allowed 
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to expand on her point and thus perform an initiation move. This can be seen 
in turn 12 where the student expands on her prior point in turn 10 (that a rape 
victim will have no choice but to take care of the child conceived through the 
act) by arguing that the victim is responsible for it. The teacher encourages 
further elaboration of this point in turn 13, upon which the student reasons 
eventually in turn 16 why she believes a rape victim should be responsible for 
raising the child (because they dress provocatively). Here, we can see that the 
topic of the conversation has drifted from the teacher's original topic of the 
right to abortion, the discussion is taken by the student to the subject of 
accountability in rape cases, to (further down) the morality of clothing.  
Crucially, this drift in topic meant that the teacher was not able to provide a 
satisfactory conclusion to the initial question on the right to an abortion for a 
rape victim until almost 12 minutes later in the conversation. As a 
consequence as well, this has delayed the ability of the teacher to move on and 
discuss other circumstances in which abortion should or should not be allowed 
(see below). Here, it is clear that the teacher’s attempt at interacting with the 
class dialogically has resulted in a topic shift that has taken the discussion 
away from a productive discussion on the ethics of abortion. In allowing and 
encouraging a student to expand and defend her (radical and unconventional) 
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point on the victim’s accountability in cases of rape, the teacher saw the 
discussion being eventually led to the tangential topic of fashion. 
!  
Example 28: A more monologic approach. 
The above shows the conclusion to the dialogic discussion on abortion in 
cases of rape 12 minutes after the end of the first excerpt. It is only then that 
the teacher is able to initiate a new topic on the ethics of abortion for cosmetic 
reasons. Interestingly here, in stark contrast to the prior exchange sequence, 
the teacher has adopted a more monologic approach to the discussion instead. 
We see evidence of this through the use of the closed-ended question by the 
teacher, upon which the teacher assesses the response of the student as correct. 
In addition, the teacher elects not to invite the students to elaborate or defend 
their stance. Together, the interaction suggests that there is only one acceptable 
answer - one which is known by the teacher - and that the task of the students 
is to attempt to approximate this knowledge. 
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More pertinent to the ongoing discussion on expedient teaching, we can see 
that this monologic approach to learning contains markedly fewer turns and 
allows the teacher and the class to arrive at a satisfactory conclusion to the 
discussion within a much shorter duration. Not only does the elaboration and 
substantiation of arguments characteristic of dialogic exchanges organically 
require more interactional turns to accomplish, the nature of talk leaves it 
susceptible to the phenomenon of topic drift, which then has the potential to 
cause dialogic discussions to be interactionally and temporally expansive. 
At this juncture, it is natural to question if time features in the consideration of 
the teacher as she designs her lessons and adopts a pedagogical approach. 
While it is true that monologic interactions are more economical, does a 
teacher favour the monologic approach for that very reason? Below we 
explore evidence that this may be precisely the case. The excerpt below takes 
place towards the end of the same lesson. This particular extract takes place 
just after the bell signalling the end of the lesson rings. The sequence begins 
with the teacher pleading for the attention of the students as they start packing 
their belongings for the next lesson. 
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Example 29: Highly monologic transfer of knowledge. 
Here, the interaction between the teacher and the student is highly monologic. 
Not only do we see the teacher prescribe the students “correct” or desired 
arguments, she also manages to expound the ethics of embryonic stem cell 
research without any exchange with the students. In the next topic of the ethics 
of human reproductive cloning, the teacher does not explicit prescribe an 
answer. However, in her ongoing monologue, she does nonetheless convey to 
the students that it is an issue that the students “need to think about”, 
suggesting that there may not be a clear prescribed answer.  
It cannot be coincidental that the teacher, who has been willing to engage the 
class dialogically in a similar activity involving discussions on similar issues 
earlier, adopts a drastically monologic approach to teaching as her lesson 
extends beyond the stipulated time slot. We observe that as the teacher is 
pressed for time, she elects to forgo even the closed-ended questioning 
sequences such as the one seen in the more monologic exchange above in 
favour of an outright monologue. This suggests that the issue of economy 
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factors prominently in the mind of the teacher when she is deciding between 
the various pedagogical approaches available to her, lending credence to the 
theory that teachers perhaps adopt a more monologic approach for the sake of 
brevity. It is also view that Maru completely agrees with. When the above was 
put forth to her, she replied that it resembled “a fair assessment”.  
!
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION !
The discussion above has demonstrated that monologism in the classroom can 
be motivated by the teacher’s desire and need to prepare the students for their 
upcoming examinations. In this case, monologism in the classroom holistically 
recreates the unique practical as well as social conditions that students 
encounter when sitting for their national examinations. Monologism does not 
only allow a timely introduction to the examination environment in the 
classroom, but also provides the teacher the means to conduct a clear and 
straightforward induction to the genre and discourse community of 
argumentation that resembles a critical aspect of the General Paper subject. In 
addition, the monologic classroom facilitates the provision of ratified 
knowledge as well as generic and formulaic approaches to potential 
examination questions. Together, these factors can potentially maximise the 
chances of the student performing well, and thus crucially, reflect well upon 
the teacher's teaching ability. 
We also notice that monologism is often adopted in response to the lack of 
time in the classroom for the teacher to achieve the goals of the lesson. 
Monologism allows the teacher to circumvent a student’s reluctance or 
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inability to answer a question, facilitate a paradigm shift in perspectives that 
would not be forthcoming otherwise, and form a scaffold for which the 
students can use to construct an expanded argument. All of the above are 
related in that these contingencies (often realised through extended pauses) 
disrupt the flow of the lesson and result in dispreferred sequences which have 
the potential to delay the progress of the discussion. More explicitly, the 
monologic interaction has also been shown to be shorter temporally and 
involve fewer interactional moves. Taken together, we start to appreciate that 
monologism provides the teacher with greater control of the classroom 
discussion and interaction that then allows the teacher the means to be most 
productive given the limited amount of time she has. 
The aggregate of the above two factors demonstrates that while it is 
encouraging that monologism does not appear to be the default interaction 
pattern of choice, teachers do resort to it when they feel compelled to act. 
Considering how the teachers' use of monologism in class is motivated by an 
attention to examination preparation and time efficiency, it is arguably the case 
that monologism in the classroom is the result of pressure and expectation on 
the part of the teacher to achieve certain performance standards associated 
with her profession. Thus, we can argue that monologism seen in the 
classroom does not serve as a reflection of culturally held beliefs of expected 
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behaviour, but resembles a reaction on the part of the teachers towards the 
need to realise performance and teaching goals in the classroom.  
The fact that this occurs in a class helmed by two senior and experienced 
teachers is significant as it suggests that the choice to engage the students 
through the monologic mode cannot be blamed on inadequate training or 
ignorance on the part of the teacher. Instead, it lends credence to the argument 
that teachers deliberately and purposefully choose to adopt monologism to 
leverage on its functional role in class. This also suggests that the reasons 
motivating this choice - preparing students for examinations as well as being 
maximally productive in class - are significant and considerable considerations 
for teachers, insofar as they lead the teacher to set aside the teaching and 
examination syllabus. When we appreciate how these underlying motivations 
resemble performance goals believed to reflect upon the level of competency 
of the teachers, it is little wonder why these standards appear imperative and 
pressing for the teacher to attain. 
With this mentality or (the perception of) expectation argued to be a key factor 
behind a teacher’s choice for monologism, the key to unlocking and 
establishing a more dialogic classroom begins to unravel itself. Admittedly, we 
cannot ignore the socio-economic reality of a meritocratic society that highly 
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values examination results. Unfortunately here, it is inescapable that a primary 
role of the teacher defaults to one whose onus is to ensure their students 
perform well. Yet, it is evident from the findings above that if teachers were 
given the freedom of time, the motivation and circumstances in which teachers 
would have to defer from a more engaging and critical dialogic interaction is 
greatly minimised. Within the education ecosystem, an interim remedy can 
come in the form of a closer attention to the workload of the teacher, lest it 
forces her to fall back on less suitable pedagogies when faced with the 
pressures of a lack of time. Ultimately however, a sustainable approach to 
preventing monologism from taking root in the classroom situations where 
dialogism would be more intellectually beneficial depends on redefining the 
role of the teacher and our conceptualisations of the measures of their 
competencies (even if informally) away from being able to complete the 
syllabus on time as well as readying students for a potentially limitless arms 
race. 
With reference to Vaish's original paper, this study has shown that the 
preference for a more monologic style of interaction - such as the IRE 
exchange sequence - in the classroom should be seen as a highly motivated 
stylistic choice on the part of the teachers. It is not a recourse that the teachers 
fall back on as they lapse into the comforts of a familiar but increasingly 
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outmoded pedagogy. By extension, it should not be taken as an index of an 
inadequacy of the teacher nor a problem potentially remedied by additional 
teacher training. The monologic classroom is a deliberate means to an ends for 
teachers as they mediate the expectations and requirements associated with the 
assessment of their professional performance. Ultimately, teachers do not act 
the way they do (eschewing the dialogic discourse) to the apparent detriment 
of others (the students and the development of their critical thinking skills) as 
a result of ignorance or incompetence, but rather are circumscribed to act in 
that manner by policies (methods and criteria of teacher assessment) that are 
beyond their control. 
This understanding treats teachers as a human element with a significant and 
personal vested interest in the processes that take place in the classroom. 
While many studies in classroom discourse have acknowledged the role of the 
teacher in controlling the nature of classroom interaction (Johnson, 1995; 
Ellis, 1998; Walsh, 2002), as well as the role of culture in shaping the use of 
conversational strategies in the classroom (Mehan, 1979; Sato, 1981; Kasper 
and Blum-Kulka, 1993), little consideration has been paid to the classroom-
external politics and policies that give rise to (perhaps unintended) variations 
in the patterns of interaction in the classroom. As a reaction to this, the study 
presented here has demonstrated that teacher assessment - even if informal - 
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can ultimately influence the teacher’s choice of intended pedagogy and 
consequently the interactional patterns in the classroom, to the extent of 
undermining the syllabus. 
This then opens up a new avenue of enquiry in the quest to meaningfully 
understand the nature discourse that takes place in the classroom. The fact that 
two ostensibly and hitherto unrelated areas of the education ecosystem - 
teacher assessment and classroom interaction - have been shown to be 
intrinsically related has implications in the field of education policy, as we 
discover that the informal appraisal and assessment of the teacher has the 
potential to undermine efforts - such as syllabus changes and adaptations to 
teacher training - to transform the teaching pedagogies applied in the 
classroom. Moving forward, it is imperative that we endeavour to gain an 
appreciation of how the various facets of the education ecosystem relate to and 
influence each other as well as the classroom, so as to enable us a more 
meaningful understanding of the nature of classroom discourse, and a greater 
appreciation of the ways we can shape it for the better.  !  
!
!
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